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REMARKS, 


THE  Revd.  Examiner  draws  a  flattering  pic- 
ture of  the  Province  of  Nova-Scotia  :  it  may  be 
a  highly  favoured  country  ; — but  that  no'other  country 
on  earth  unites  fo  many  circum  fiances,  which  contri- 
bute to  human  happinefs,  is  a  flourifh  of  rhetoric  ; — 
this  may  pafs  for  one  of  thefe  irreliftible  traits  of  elo- 
quence which  his  friend  admires  ;  but  other  men,  who 
are  not  the  dupes  of  empty  found,  may  alk,  what  has 
this  to  do  with  the  Letter  under  Examination  ?  Has 
Mr.  B.  made  any  remarks  on  the  foil  and  climate  of 
Nova-Scotia?  has  he  endeavoured  to  roufe  thefe 
wolves  and  leapords  from  their  (lumber  ?  in  the  whole 
of  his  publication  he  fuppofes  them  at  a  diftance,  and 
cautions  his  flock  againfi  their  wiles.  He  did  not 
compliment  any  of  the  inhabitants  of  Nova-Scotia 
with  the  appellation  of  wolf  or  leapord ;  he  did  not 
point  out  any  defcription  of  men  concealing  a  dagger, 
and  waiting  an  opportunity  of  plunging  it  into  the 
heart  of  an  unoffending  and  defencelels  neighbour, 
when  it  could  be  done  with  impunity ;  if  he  had,  he 
would  well  deferve  the  execration  of  every  man  who 
boafts  the  name  of  Chriftian.  (Ex.  p.  5. J  Mr.  B. 
prays  the  Revd.  Ex.  in  his  next  publication,  to  apply 
this  ftriclure  to  its  proper  object.  To  enforce  obedi- 
ence to  the  Ruling  Power,  and  to  evince  the  merit  of 
patience  in  fufferings,  was  the  object  of  that  Letter, 
which  Mr.  S.  fo  feverely  cenfures. — The  writer  begs 
leave  to  afTure^him,  that  'tis  a  leffon  of  great  impor- 
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tance  to  the  Roman  Catholics  of  Nova-Scotia;  for 
whom  the  paltry  privilege  of  teaching  their  own  chil- 
dren at  their  own  expence,  is  thought  by  fome  Rev. 
gentlemen  too  great  an  indulgence  ;  though  in  the  day 
of  danger  they  have  come  forward  with  their  fellow- 
iubjects,  and  are  always  ready,  when  calied  on,  to  repel 
either  a  foreign  or  domeftic  foe. 

The  Rev.  Ex.  feems  offended  that  the  Catholics  of 
Nova- Scotia  were  not  informed  that  their  anceftors 
thought  it  lawful  to  murder  Princes,  and  break  their 
faith  with  Heretics  :  in  his  opinion  that  would  have1 
been  the  moil  eligible  mode  of  infhu&ing;  them  in 
their  relative  duties  to  their  Prince,  and  their  fellow- 
iubjecls,of  different  religious  perflations  ;  but  as  the  Ex. 
admits  that  there  are  icarcely  two  men  of  the  fame  way 
of  thinking,  even  on  common  topics,  he  muft  not  be 
iurpnfed  that  Mr.  B.  thought  otherwiie,  he  thought, 
and  continues  to  think,  that  to  afperie  the  memory  of  his 
anceftois  with  fo  foul  an  imputation,  would  have  been 
ioinetfnno;  worle  than  ingratitude  : — 'twould  have  been 
an  atcfocious  calumny,  as  he  has  fhewn  in  his  replies  to 
P's  Letters,  and  will  appear  more  clearly  from  the  an- 
iwer  of  five  Catholic  Univerfnies,  to  the  queries  propo* 
led  by  the  Catholic  Committee  in  England,  at  the  re- 
queft  of  Mr.  Pitt,  who  defired  authentic  evidence  that 
thefe  imputed  doctrines  were  not  taught  or  believed  by 
Catholics,  before  a  relaxation  of  the  penal  laws  took 
tired  in  that  country. — See  the  jhijzccrs,  No.  8. 

The  Rev.  Ex,  pretends  that  the  profeffed  objefls 
of  Mr.  B's  Letter,  (which  are,  he  fays,  extremely  la u- 
dible)  occupy  the  imalleft  part  of  that  publication  : 
the  greater  part  is  filled  with  doctrines  of  an  adverfe 
complexion,  with  plaulible  mifreprelentations  of  the 
tenets  of  the  Romifh  Church,  and  a  revival  of  its 
haughty  pretentions.  Ex.  p.  5.  The  Ex.  thus  mad- 
v-:  r|ehtlv  informs  the  public  that  fuch  doctrines  as  are 
aieribed  to  Catholics  by  artful  adverfaries,  are  not 
tbugfec  by  C.  Millenaries :— Mr.  B.  does  not  miirepre- 
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ftnt — be  clearly  ftates  the  doctrine  of  Catholics  :  iii 
an  official  letter  to  which  he  has  affixed  his  name,  he 
would  not  dare  to  mifreprefent  the  tenets  of  the  C. 
Church— he  vindicates  them  from  mifreprefentation  ; 
he  does  not  borrow  colours  from  fanatical  enthufiafts 
to  paint  the  doctrines  of  the  church ;  he  finds  the  true 
colours  in  which  it  muft  appear  to  the  unprejudiced 
and  impartial  eye,  in  her  public  profeffion  of  faith* 
and  in  the  doctrinal  decrees  of  her  councils — imputed 
doctrines  he  difregards ; — the  dilingenuity  of  the  de- 
claimer  he  forgives,  and  pities  the  credulity  of  the  dupe. 

It  has  been  remarked  by  fome  philofopher  that  pre- 
judice is  a  falfe  glafs,  that  it  diftorts  every  object ; — but 
the  writer  was  yet  to  learn  that  a  glafs,  whether  true 
or  falfe  could  fhew  an  object  which  does  not  exift  at 
all :— in  the  whole  of  Mr.  B's  Letter,  he  has  not  once 
mentioned  the  Romifh  Church,  nor  has  he  laid  a  word 
of  her  privileges  or  pretentions  ;  how  then  it  could 
occupy  the  greater  part  of  that  Letter  is  an  inexpli- 
cable paradox.  The  unbiaffed  reader  will  eafily  con- 
ceive what  may  be  expected  from  a  writer,  who  un- 
der pretence  of  examining  a  Letter,  fubftitutes  to  its 
contents  the  fuggeftions  of  his  own  imagination. 

The  Rev.  Ex.  confultinghisfenfibility  in  preference 
to  his  understanding,  bitterly  inveighs  againft  iome  re- 
flections in  the  publication  which  he  examines  ;  in  it 
there  are  fome  strictures  which  may  appear  fevere  ; 
but  they  don't  affect  the  innocent :  they  were  not  in- 
tended for  the  Rev.  Ex.  or  his  friend,  why  pretend  to 
feel  the  fmart  of  a  ftroke  intended  for  another  ?  Mr.  B. 
is  infenfible  to  the  moft  pointed  accufations,  and  invi- 
dious infinuations : — all  fhafts  are  blunt  againft  con- 
icious  innocence. 

As  the  Rev.  Mr.  Cochran,  in  his  firft  Letter  under 
the  signature  of  P,  whilft  declaiming  againft  the  fup- 
pofed  democratical  fentiments  of  Mr.  B.  announced  his 
own  political  creed  purely  democratical,  as  was  fhewn 
to  demonstration  in  the  reply  to  that  Letter,  fo  his 
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friend  and  ally  declaiming  on  the  fame  fubjeft,  which 
feems  to  be  a  favourite  theme,  Ipeaks  a  language 
purely  and  firoply  democratical  :  "  the  duty  of  allegi- 
"  ance,"  fays  he,  Ex.  p.  7.  "  anfes  from  the  rnil 
"  principles  of  the  fecial  compact and  a  few  lines 
after  he  fays :  "  'tis  wrong  to  claim  the  benefit  of  a 
"  contract  without  performing  the  conditions."  Obe- 
dience therefore  in  the  opinion  of  the  Rev.  Ex.  is  the 
effect  of  this  compact,  or  if  you  will  a  confequence  re- 
fultine  from  the  contract  of  individuals  with  the 
Prince;  and  as  oppreliion  is  no  part  of  the  contract, 
the  doctrine  of  non-refi fiance  is  here,  by  neceflary  con- 
fequence, excluded. 

The  coincidence  of  thefe  powerful  allies  in  the  fame 
democratical  principle,  which  they  pretend  to  cenlure, 
is  not  the  effect  of  chance,  though  it  may  be  inadver- 
tent: predetermined  to  cenfure,  and  not  finding  a  pro- 
per Subject,  they  collect  fome  garbled  pafiages  into  one 
or  more  fentences,  fo  difpofed  as  to  make  them  ipeak  a 
language  in  direct  opposition  to  that  intended  by  the 
author,  and  having  by  this  artful  contrivance  conjured 
up  a  phantom  for  their  purpofe,  their  Strictures  flow 
without  reftraint ;  nature  is  unbent,  and  the  real  fenti- 
ments  of  their  hearts  are  difclofcd,  of  this  the  Ex.  gives 
aftriking  inftance  : — in  his  firft  quotation  from  Mr.  E's 
Letter  he  garbles  three  feveral  pafiages,  and  forms 
them  into  one,  in  which  the  terms  "  calumnious  mif- 
"  representations"  are  fo  infidioufly  difpofed  as  to  have 
an  immediate  reference  to  the  legiflature,  whereas  in 
Mr.  B's  pamphlet  they  are  afcribed  to  Clergymen,  who 
abjure  the  Catholic^  and  conform  to  the  eltablifhed  re- 
ligion. Let  the  reader  compare  the  Ex's  quotation 
with  the  original,  he'll  be  charmed  with  Mr.  Stanfers 
fidelity  and  candour  in  quoting  pafiages  from  the  work 
which  he  undertakes  to  examine  ;  and  if  he  adds  to  this, 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Coc hraris  quotation  from  the  Bifliop  of 
Nova-Scotia  s  Charge,  he  will  exclaim  with  the  Poet, 
"  par  nubile  jratrum      "all  who  are  acquainted  with 
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u  their  character  (the  native  Irifh  Romanifts,)  muft 
w  be  fenfible  that  they  are  naturally  a  companionate, 
k  friendly,  hofpitable  people" — Bi/h.  C/i.  p.  8.  1  ed. — <■ 
Right  Mr.  Cochran  !  but  why  conceal  the  remainder 
of  this  remarkable  paffage  ?  "  yet  under  the  malignant 
"  influence  of  fu  perflation,  they  will  without  remorfe, 
**  plunge  a  dagger  into  the  heart  of  that  very  perfbn, 
"  if  he  mould  be  what  they  call  a  heretic."  Why 
fupprefs  what  follows  ?  41  they  think  they  are  ferving 
"  God  and  his  truth  by  thele  enormities. "  The  rea- 
der may  imagine  that  Mr.  Cochran  thought  a  compli- 
ment, fo  honourable  from  fo  pious  and  learned  a  Pre- 
late, might  excite  fome  lentiments  of  native  pride  in 
thefe  Irifh  Papifts,  and  wifely  fuppreffed  it.  However, 
we  who  have  not  that  boundlefs  charity,  which  pre- 
vents vanity  in  others,  at  the  expence  of  our  own  re- 
putation for  veracity,  and  who  know  how  to  catch  the 
lineaments  of  fraud  and  flattery,  very  naturally  con- 
clude, that  writers  fo  fteeled  againft  conviction,  who 
notorioufly  garble  quotations  from  pamphlets  written 
in  plain  Englifh,  and  in  the  hands  of  the  public,  have 
not  been  very  delicate  in  their  citations  from  works 
confined  to  great  libraries,  and  written  in  languages 
which  the  bulk  of  mankind  does  not  underftand;  fome 
of  them  in  a  language,  which  however  mortifying  to 
vanity,  the  writer  has  ftrong  reafbns  to  believe  that 
neither  the  one  or  the  other  of  thefe  allies  underfrands. 
When  he  hears  fuch  men  compare  French  writers;  call 
one  who  has  been,  'tis  true,  "  a  laborious  compiler,"  the 
glory  of  French  writers,  he  fancies  that  he  fees  the  old 
Senator  reprefs  the  arrogance  of  the  young  Athenian, 
who  wifhed  to  have  all  the  laws  of  Athens  reformed. 
Have  you  ftudied  them  ?  {aid  the  Senator — No : 
know  them  finft,  and  then  decide,  replies  the  Sage — 
'tis  not  difficult  to  make  the  application. 

The  frivolous  pretence  of  vindicating  the  Lcgiflaturc 
from  any  imputation,  is  affumed  as  a  malk  to  cover  the 
moft  virulent  attack  arid  pointed  invectives:  Mr.  B. 

had 
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had  afiigncd  folic]  and  fufficient  rsafons  to  juftify  {he 
condudTof  the  Legiflature  for  which  he  expreffed,  and 
entertains  the  greateft  refpedt  and  deference  ;  he  faid, 
'tis  true,  that  fome  political  chara&ers,  fee  the  princi- 
ples of  Catholics  disfigured  in  penal  ftatutes,  $nd  in. 
this  he  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  Hume,  whom 
Mr.  Cochran  calls  an  impartial  hiftorian,  he  fays,  *f  a 
"  horror  of  Papifts,  however  innocent — a  terror  of  the 
"  Con  piracies  of  that  feft  however  improbable,  the 
"  Commons  at  all  times  endeavoured  to  excite."  And 
again  he  fays,  "  the  adverfaries  of  the  Papifts  feem  to 
"  have  thought  that  no  truth  is  to  be  told  of  Idolaters  : 
"  encouragement  was  given  to  informers  as  appears 
"  from  the  memorable  Plot  of  Titus  Gates,  and  his 
"  perjured  gang  of  accomplices."  "  This  abandoned 
"  man  Oates,"  fays  Hume,  vol  viii.  72,  *  when  exa- 
<fi  mined  before  the  Council,  betrayed  his  impoftures 
"  in  fuch  a  manner  as  would  have  difcredited  the  moft: 
"  confiftcnt  ftory,  and  the  moft  reputable  evident; 
"  but  the  violent  animofity,  which  had  been  excited 
"  againft  Catholics,  made  the  public  fwallow  the  grqf- 
"  left  abfurdities,  when  they  accompanied  an  accula- 
M  tin  againft  thole  Religionifts. 

"  The  leaders  of  the  party  were  fo  little  fcrupulous 
a  as  to  endeavour  by  encouraging  perjury,  fuborna- 
"  tion,  lies,  impoftures,  and  even  fhedding  innocent 
"  blood  to  gratify  their  ambition."  vol.  viii.  99. 

The  Ex.  admits  that  the  Catholic  Religion  was  the 
eftablifhed  religion  in  England,  till  the  reign  of  Henrv 
VIII.  he  might  have  added,  without  fearing  a  contra- 
diction, that  if  the  principles  which  he,  his  Bifhop,  and 
other  friends  afcribe  to  the  Catholics,  had  been  a  part 
of  their  Creed,  it  might  vet  continue  :  the  power  of  re-r 
fiftance  was  as  great  in  Henry  s  days  as  in  the  time  of 
James  II.:  but  the  principle  of  obedience  to  the  ruling 
Prince,  whether  a  Chriftian  or  a  Heathen,  was  a  part  or 
the  eftablifhed  dodtrine  ;  a  doclxine  which  our  ances- 
tors believed,  and  reduced,  to  pra&ice  in  the  moft  trying 

circumftances. 


circumftanees.  The  cruelties  exercifed  in  Henry's 
reign  were  not  by  Papifts :  they  were  in  poffelfion  of 
their  eftates  and  religion  before  his  birth,  and  were  by 
him  arbitrarily  and  tyrannically  deprived  of  both. 
There  were  fome  cruelties  committed  in  Mart/ s  reign  ; 
but  (he  was  Henry's  daughter  and  Elizabeth's  lifter. 
If  thefoftnefs  of  her  fex,  or  the  lenity  of  the  Chriftian, 
had  been  a  prominent  feature  in  her  character,  fhc 
would  have  been  a  moft  degenerate  child.  Add  to 
this  that  Mary  had  a  perfonal  d.flike  to  forne  leading 
characters,  Cranmer,  Ridley,  Northumberland,  and 
others  of  King  Edicard's  Council.  "  The  King  being 
"  far  gone  in  a  confumption,  from  a  concern  for  pref  erv- 
"  ing  the  reformation,  was  perfuaded  to  fet  afide  the 
"  fucceffion  of  his  fifters  Mary  and  Elizabeth,  and  of 
"  the  Queen  of  Scots,  the  firft  and  laft  being  Papifts, 
"  and  Elizabeth's  blood  being  tainted  by  Aft  of  Par- 
"  liament ;  and  to  fettle  the  Crown  by  will  upon  I*ady 

"  Jane  Grey  the  King  was  a  minor  and 

"  incapable  of  making  a  will  they  fet  their 

w  hands  to  the  validity  of  it."  Neal,  His.  of  Pur.  ch.  3, 

"  The  judges  who  were  appointed  to  draw  up  the 
"  King's  letters  patent  for  the  purpofe,  warmly  objecl- 
"  ed  to  the  meafure ;  they  gave  their  reafons  before 
w  the  Council,  and  begged  that  a  Parliament  might  be 
"  fummoned,  both  to  give  it  force  and  free  its  partizans 
"  from  danger ;  they  laid  that  the  form  was  invalid, 
"  and  would  not  onlyfubjeci  the  Judges,  who  drew  it 
"  up,  but  every- Counsellor,  who  figned  it,  to  the  pains 
"  of  treafon." — His.  of  the  Wars  of  England,  p.  170. 

Thus  we  lee  Cranmer  and  Ridley,  whole  fate  the 
Ex.  laments,  by  their  private  authority,  in  the  face  of 
law  and  equity,  difregarding  the  official  opinion  of  the 
Learned  Judges,  difpofing  of  a  Crown,  which  of  all 
right  belonged  to  Mary.  If  (lie  had  forgiven  it  we 
might  be  tempted  to  fufpecT:  that  fhe  had  not  a  drop 
of  Henry's  blood  in  her  veins.  Neat  giving  a  Iketch  of 
Mary's  character,,  lays,  ch.  3.    "  She  had  deep  relent-* 
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u  merits  of  her  own  ill  ufage  in  her  father's  and  bra- 
<fc  ther's  times,  which  eafily  induced  her  to  take  re- 
"  venge,  though  fhe  covered  it  over  with  zeal  againft 
w  hereiy.  NeaU  though  a  violent  Anti-papift,  affigns, 
the  true  motive  of  the  perfecution  in  Mary's  days,  that 
is,  the  Queen's  refentment  of  perfonal  injuries.  That 
fhe  had  caufe  for  refentment  againft  Cra?ime?\  is  un- 
queftionably  true;  he  had  declared  her  mother's  mar- 
riage invalid  ;  he  had  authorifed  by  his  prefence  her 
father's  marriage  with  Anne  Bolune,  even  before  that 
declaration  ;  he  had  figned  King  Edward's  pretended 
will  in  order  to  exclude  her  from  the  Crown,  and  had 
openly  declared  in  favour  of  Jane  Gray.  Thefe 
facts,  of  which  there  exifts  not  the  (hadow  of  a  doubt, 
are  not  of  the  number  of  flight  tranfgrefiions,  which 
Princes  eafily  forgive,  there  were  other  reafons,  which 
excited  the  indignation  of  the  Queen  and  her  cour- 
tiers, when  in  peaceable  poiTefiion  of  the  throne, 
"  what  could  be  more  provoking,  fays  Mr.  Collier,  to 
"  the  court,  than  to  lee  the  Queen's  honour  afperfed, 
"  their  religion  infulted,  their  preachers  mot  at  in  the 
v  Fulpir,  and  a  lewd  impofture  played  againft  the 
"  Government  ?  Had  the  reformed  been  more  fmooth 
"  and  inoffenfive  in  their  behaviour ;  had  the  eminent 
"  Clergy  of  that  party  publifhed  an  abhorrence  of  fuch 
"  unwarrantable  methods,  it  is  poffible,  fome  fay,  that 

"  they  might  have  met  with  gentler  ufage  

a  the  mifbehaviour  of  fome  people  about  this  time 
"  feems  to  have  foured  the  humour  of  the  Court,  and 
"  brought  the  reformed  under  farther  disfavour :  forin- 
"  ftance  one  Edward  Eeather/ione,  alias  Con/lab  le9  coun- 

"  terfeited  himfelf  King  Edward  the  Sixth  

"  he  was  feized,  and  confefled  that  he  had  been  impor- 
"  tuned  by  a  great  many  to  undertake  the  impofture." 
The  learned  hiftorian  gives  other  inftances,  and  con- 
cludes that  from  the  jealoufy  of  men  in  power,  fome- 
times  a  whole  party  fuffers  for  the  faults  of  a  few. 
Does  the  Ex.  imagine  that  Catholics  don't  feel  inju- 
ries 
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rieslike  other  Men?  that  the  moral  precepts  of  the 
Gofpelhave  fuch  force  as  to  reftrain  all  Men's  paffions 
and  at  all  times?  are  there  no  delinquents  amongft 
Proteftaats  ?  none  who  fay  with  the  Poet,  "  video  me* 
"  Mora  proboque,  deteriora  fequor  ? 

I  fee  and  approve  what's  right,  and  do  what's 
wrong. 

The  principles  of  Catholics  were  well  known  in 
them  days  fays  our  Ex, — true!  but  they  were  ftrange- 
\y  disfigured,  as  were  their  actions,  by  men  whole  m- 
tereft  was  incompatible  with  a  fyftemof  religion,  in  the 
deftru&ion  of  which  they  found  wherewith  to  aggran- 
dife  themfelves  and  their  afTociat.es. — Of  this  we  have 
authentic  evidence  :  Henry ,  whofe  avarice  kept  pace 
with  his  luft,  which  was  the  great  fpring  of  his  aclions, 
having  in  vain  endeavoured  to  induce  the  Clergy  to 
acknowledge  his  fpiritual  fupremacy  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  difmifs  an  old  wife,  cauled  an  indictment  to  be 
preferred  againft  them  in  Weftmin.fter  Hall,  on  the 
itatutute  of  Praemunire,  for  acknowledging  Cardinal 
Woolfeys  legantine  powers  without  the  King's  fane- 
tion,  and  having  obtained  judgment  on  ihe  ftatute,  the 
whole  body  of  the  Clergy  were  declared  out  of  the 
King's  protection,  their  goods  and  chattels  forfeited  to 
him.  He,  good  man,  offered  pardon  on  two  conditi- 
ons: the  firft  was  that  the  provinces  of  Canterbury 
and  York  fliould  pay  into  the  Exchequer  X.  1 18,84-0 
fierling,  an  immenfe  fum  in  1530,  when  money  was 
fcarce  and  of  proportionate  value ;  the  fecond  condi- 
tion was  that  they  (hould  acknowledge  him  fok  Su- 
preme Head  of  the  Church:  this  laft  condition  was  in- 
admiffible ;  they  qualified  it  by  the  addition  of  a  claufe 
deftru&ive  of  its  intent,  that  is,  "  as  far  as  it  is  agree- 
able to  the  laws  of  Chrift but  what  the  Clergy  in 
the  moft  defperate  fituation  did^iot  grant,  the  Parlia- 
ment without  their  concurrence  did  ftiortly  after,  in  the 
year  1533.  By  the  Acl  of  Supremacy,  26.  Hen.  8th. 
Chap.  1ft.  "  this,  fays  Neal,  was  the  rife  of  the  refor- 

B  2  "  mation  : 
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"  mation :  the  whole  power  of  reforming  errors  and 
"  herefies  in  doctrine  and  worfliip  was  transferred 
"  from  the  Pope  to  the  King,  without  any  regard  to 
%  the  rights,  of  fynods  or  Councils  of  the  Clergy,  and 
"  without  a  reierve  of  liberty  to  fuch  conferences  as 
"  could  not  comply  with  the  public  ftandard.  This 
"  was  undoubtedly  a  change  for  the  better,  but  is  far 

"  from  being  confonant  to  fcripture  or  reafon."  1 

Ncal,  cli.  1st.  p.  12. — Neal  mnft  have  been  a  profound 
philofopher  to  have  difcovered,  that  a  change  incon- 
tinent with  fcripture  and  reafon,  our  only  rules  of  con- 
duel,  was  for  the  better. 

In  confequence  of  this  parliamentary  conceffion,  in 
virtue  of  his  new,  and  till  that  unfortunate  period  un- 
heard of  Apoftlefhip,  Henry,  under  pretence  of  efla- 
blifhing  order  to  the  religious  houfes,  but  in  reality  to 
till  his  exhaufted  treafury,  and  reward  the  fervices  of 
his  creatures,  appoints  vifitcrs  with  the  moft  extenfive 
powers.  "  Cromwell"  fays  Mr.  Collier, — 2nd  part, 
2nd  book,  p.  104, — "  bein^  authorifed  by  the  King's 
"  letters  patent,  under  the  broad  feal,  to  conftitute  de- 
"  puties  for  a  vifitation  made  choice  of  Richard  Layion, 
"  Thomas  Leigh,  William  Petrc,  doctors  of  the  law  ; 
"  Doctor  John  London,  Dean  of  Walfingham,  &c.  for 

"  this  purpofe  they  were  furnimed  at  leaft 

"  fome  of  thefe  firft  named  with  a  plenitude  of  power 
"io  vifit  all  Archbifhops,  Bifhops,  and  "the  reft  of  the 

"  Clergy  and  as  to  the  Monafteries,they  had 

"  as  it  were  an  unlimited  authority." 

Such  were  the  powers  conferred  on  Thomas  Crom- 
well, an  outcaft  from  the  dregs  of  Fultney,  a  menial 
iervant  to  Cardinal  Wooljey,  raifed  by  this  infatiable 
Prince  to  high  dignity,  and  conftituted  his  Vicar  Ge- 
neral, "  in  which  quality  he  fat  diverle  times  in  the 
"  convocation  houfe  amongft  the  Biihops,  as  head  over 
"  them." — Sir  Richard  Baker,  p.  408. — and  thefe 
powers  were  ftretched  by  the  mifcreants  whom  he 
chofe  for  this  memorable  yifitation. 

"  The 
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w  The  images  of  a  great  many  pretended  faints  were 
"  taken  down  and  burnt,  and  all  the  rich  offerings 
"  made  at  their  fhrines  was  feized  for  the  crown, 
which  brought  an  immenfe  treafure  into  the  Exche- 
"  quer." — Neal,  ch.  1st.  p.  19. — All  M  on  afteries  under 
the  yearly  value  of  200  Sterling,  were  fuppreffed  on 
the  firft  report,  they  were  376  in  number,  and  their 
yearly  value  £. 3 2,000. — Plate,  jewels,  and  furniture, 
£.  100,000,  the  lead,  bells,  and  other  materials  were 
fold  ;  a  new  court  called  the  court  of  augmentations  of 
the  King's  revenue,  to  receive  the  rents,  difpofe  of  the 
lands,  and  bring  the  profits  into  the  Exchequer,  was 
erected,  27.  Hen.  VIII.  chap.  87,  28.  Ten  thoufand 
Monks,  old  and  young,  were  fent  to  fhift  for  them- 
felves,  each  man  with  forty  five  (hillings  in  his  pocket. 
Shortly  after  followed  the  diffolution  of  the  great  Ab- 
beys; they  were  rated  at  the  yearly  rent  of  .£.131,607 
6s.  \d  but  at  kaft  were  woith  ten  limes  as  much  in 
real  value.  Moft  of  the  abbey  lands  were  given  away 
amongft  the  courtiers,  or  fold  at  eafy  rates  to  the  gentry, 
to  engage  them  by  interert  againft  the  refumption  of 
them  to  the  church. — Neal9  ibidem — thus  this  new 
Pope  eftablifhed  order  in  the  religious  houfes  ! 

The  men  and  means  employed  by  Henry  were 
well  adapted  to  the  end  which  this  reforming  Prince 
had  in  view.  The  deftruclion  of  abbey  s,  monafteries, 
colleges,  hofpitals  ;  in  a  word,  of  all  the  monuments  of 
ancient  piety,  was  rapid  beyond  exprefiion  under  the 
direction  of  thefe  architects  of  ruin.  "  England  fat  figh- 
"  ing  and  groaning,  to  fee  her  wealth  exhaufted,  her 
"  money  embafed  and  mingled  with  copper,  abbeys 

demoliflied  which  were  the  monuments  of  ancient 
"  piety,  the  blood  of  the  nobility,  prelates,  papifts,  and 
"  proteftants,  promifcuoufly  fpilt,  and  the  land  em- 
"  broiled  in  a  war  with  Scotland." — Camb.  Intro. 
Hist.  o/Eliz. 

The  minifters  employed  in  thefe  fcenes  of  facrilegi- 
ous  plunder  had  recourfe  to  means  at  which  nature 

fhudders  : 


fhuddersiSlrWilliam  Dug dale in  his  celebrated  hiftory 
ef  Warwickshire,  fpeaking  of  the  dillblution  of  a  mo- 
nailery  of  nuns  called  Polefworth,  thence  takes  an  oc- 
cafion  to  defcribe  the  diffolution  of  all  the  monafteries 
and  abbeys  in  England.  "  I  find  it  left  recorded  by 
"  the  commiffioners  that  were  employed  to  take  lur- 
"  render  of  the  monafteries  in  this  mire,  An.  c29.  Hen- 
«.  ry  VIII.  that  after  ftri6l  fcrutiny  not  only  by  the 
"  fame  of  the  country,  but  by  examination  of  feveral 
"  perfons,  they  found  thefe  nuns  virtuous  and  religious 
"  women,  and  of  good  converiation.  Nevertheleis 
"  it  was  not  the  ftricl  and  regular  lives  of  thefe  devout 
"  ladies,  nor  any  thing  that  might  be  faid  in  behalf  of 
"  the  monafteries,  that  could  prevent  their  ruin  then 
**  approaching.  So  great  an  aim  had  the  King  thereby 
"  to  make  himfelf  glorious,  and  many  ethers  no  lefs 
"  hopes  to  be  enriched  in  a  confiderable  manner  ;  but 
"  to  the  end  that  fuch  a  change  mould  not  overwhelm 
"  thofe,  that  might  be  a£Hve  therein,  in  regard  the 
"  people  every  where  had  no  imati  efteem  of  theft 
w  houfes  for  their  devout  and  daii  v  exerciies  in  prayer. 
u  Alms  deeds,  hoipitality  and  the  like,  whereby  not 
*6  only  the  fouls  of  their  an  ceil  or  s  had  much  benefit, 
u  as  was  then  thought ;  but  themlelves,  the  poor,  as  alfo 
"  ftrangers  and  pilgrims  conftant  advantage  ;  there 
"  wanted  not  the  rnoit  fubtle  contrivances  to  erTecl 
"  this  ftupendous  work,  that  I  think  any  age  has  be- 
"  held.  Whereof  it  will  not  be  impertinent,  I  pre- 
"  fume,  to  take  a  mort  view."  This  Learned  Prote- 
ftant  hiftorian  defcribes  the  men  and  meafures  employ- 
ed in  this  work  of  darknefs  and  devaftation.  The 
promotion  of  Thomas  Cromwell,  to  the  place  of  King's 
Vicar-General,  the  tragical  fate  of  that  arch  villain,  the 
promotion  of  Cranmer  to  the  Archbimopric  of  Can- 
terbury, and  fome  others  as  proper  inftruments  for  fuch 
a  work;  and  in  his  defcripticn  he  difclofes  fuch  a 
complication  of  hell  invented  ftratagems  and  mon- 
ftrous  crimes  as  ftartle  horror  itfelf. 

To 
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To  the  teftimony  of  this  well  informed  Proteftant 
writer,  the  writer  begs  leave  to  add  that  of  Mr.  Thomas 
Hearn,  taken  from  his  obfervations  on  Mr.  Brown 
Willis's  View  of  the  Mitred  Abbeys,  "  Popery,  as  I 
u  take  it,"  faid  he,  "  fignifies  no  more  than  the  errors 
"  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  had  he  {Henry  VIII.)  there- 
"  fore  put  a  flop  to  thofe  errors,  he  had  acled  wifely 
"  and  very  much  to  the  content  of  all  truly  good  and 
"  religious  men,  but  (hen  this  would  not  have  fatisfied 
M  the  ends  of  himfelf  and  his  covetous  and  ambitious 
"  agents.  They  all  aimed  at  the  revenues  and  riches 
"  of  the  religious  houfes,  for  which  reafon  no  arts  or 
"  contrivances  were  to  be  pafled  by,  that  might  be  of 
"  ufein  obtaining  thefe  ends.  The  mod  abominable 
*  crimes  were  to  be  charged  upon  the  religious,  and  the 
n  charge  was  to  be  managed  with  the  utmoft  dexterity, 
"  boldnefs  and  induftry.  This  was  a  powerful  argu- 
"  meat  to  draw  an  odium  upon  them,  and  to  make 
"  them  difrefpe£ted  and  ridiculed  by  the  generality  of 
"  mankind.  And  yet  after  all  the  proofs  were  fo  in- 
"  fufficient,  that  from  what  I  have  been  able  to  gather, 
u  I  have  not  found  anv  dire£i  one  againft  a  fingle  mo- 
€4  naftery.  The  fins  of  one  or  two  particular  perfons 
"  do  not  make  a  Sodom,  neither  are  violent  and 
u  forced  confeffions  to  be  efteemed  as  the  true  re- 
u  fults  of  any  one's  thoughts.  When  therefore  even 
a  thefe  artifices  would  not  do,  the  laft  expedient  was 
"  put  in  execution,  and  that  was  ejection  by  force." 

Burnet  himfelf,  though  full  of  the  moft  virulent  ani- 
mofity  againft  the  monaftic  ftate,  acknowledges  that  in 
the  nunnery  of  Godftow,  where  all  the  gentlewomen 
of  the  country  had  their  education,  there  was  great 
ftridtnefs  of  life.  —  Hist,  of  the  Ref.  r  3,  p.  238. — 
'Twas  here  that  facrilegious  mifcreant  London,  was  ap- 
pointed vifitor,  and  behaved  with  brutal  infolence  ;  he 
was  afterwards  convicled  of  perjury,  and  condemned 
to  ride  with  his  face  to  the  horfes  tail,     Wind  for  and 

Oakingharn 


Oakingham,  with  papers  about  his  head  declaring  his 
crimes. 

Henry  and  his  minifters  did  not  find  wherewith  to 
fatisfy  their  cravings  in  the  plunder  of  the  abbeys  and 
monafteries :  they  turned  their  eyes  towards  the  Bi- 
fhoprics,  "  concerning  which  there  goes  a  ftory,"  fays 
Do£tor  Heylin,  44  that  after  the  Court  harpies  had  de- 
44  voured  the  greateft  part  of  the  fpoil,  which  came 
f.  by  the  fuppreffion  of  monafteries  and  abbeys,  they 
44  began  to  look  fome  other  way  to  fatisfy  that 
44  greedy  appetite,  which  the  divifion  of  the  former 
44  booty  had  left  unfatisfied,  and  for  the  fatisfy ing  of 
44  which,  they  found  not  any  thing  fo  neceffary  as  the 
"  Bifhop  s  lands." 

But  there  yet  remained  a  fomething  to  be  gleaned 
in  Edward's  days :  Henry  had  not  yet  abolifhed  the 
Mafs  ;  the  altars,  of  courfe,  cenfers,  chalices  and  can- 
dlefticks  kept  their  place,  fome  fhrines  and  images  re- 
mained, 44  on  thefe,"  fays  Doftor  Heylin,  44  fome  great 
44  men  about  the  Court  hadcafta  longing  eye,  and  un- 
44  der  colour  of  removing  fuch  corruptions  as  remained 
44  in  the  church,  they  were  cried  down,  and  the  chantry 
"  lands  parcelled  out  to  the  improvement  of  their  own 
44  fortunes."  Then  fpeakirig  of  a  propofal  from  fome 
of  the  Zuienglian  party  to  pull  down  altars,  he  fays, 
44  the  touching  on  this  firing  made  excellent  mufic  to 
44  fome  of  the  grandees  of  the  Court,  who  had  before 
44  caft  many  an  envious  eye  on  the  coftly  hangings,  the 
44  mafly  plate,  and  other  rich  and  precious  utenfils, 
44  which  adorned  thofe  altars  .  .  .  befides  there  was 
44  no  fmall  fpoil  to  be  made  of  copes,  fome  of  them 
44  made  of  cloth  of  tifTue,  of  cloth  of  gold  and  filver  or 
44  embroidered  velvet.  And  might  not  thefe  be  con- 
44  verted  to  private  ufes,  to  ferve  as  carpets  for  their 
44  tables,  coverlets  to  their  beds,  or  cufhions  to  their 
44  chairs  and  windows  ?  Hereupon  fome  rude  people 
u  are  encouraged  to  beat  down  fome  altars,  which 
44  makes  way  for  an  order  of  the  Council-table  to  take 
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3  down  al!  the  reft,  and  fet  up  tables  in  their  places, 
"  followed  by  a  commiffion  to  be  executed  in  all  parts 
"  of  the  kingdom  for  ieizing  of  the  premifes  for  the 
"  ufe  of  the  King,  But  as  the  grandees  of  the  Court 
"  intended  to  defraud  the  King  of  lb  great  a  booty,  and 
"  the  Commiflioners  to  put  a  cheat  upon  the  Court 
"  Lords,  who  employed  them  in  it ;  fo  they  were  both 
"  prevented  in  fome  places  by  the  Lords  and  gentry, 
"  who  thought  the  altar  cloths,  together  with  the  copes 
"  and  plate  of  feveral  churches,  to  be  as  necefiary  for 
"  themfelves  as  others." — Pre/. 

"  The  Parliament  met  on  the  4th  of  November,  m 
"  which  the  cards  were  fo  well  packed,  that  there  was 
"  no  need  of  any  other  muffling  to  the  en  I  of  the  game  ; 
"  becaufe  they  all  agreed  in  the  common  principle, 
"  which  was  to  ferve  the  prefent  time  ....  for  tho* 
"  a  great  part  of  the  nobility,  and  not  a  few  of  the 
"  gentry  ia  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  were  cordially  af- 
"  fefted  to  the  church  of  Rome,  yet  were  they  willing 
"  to  sfive  wav  to  all  fuch  ads  and  ftatutes  as  were 
u  made  againft  it,  out  of  a  fear  of  lofing  luch  church 
"  lands  as  they  were  poiTeffedof,  if  that  religion  fhould 
M  prevail  and  get  up  again.  And  as  for  the  reft  who 
*'  either  came  to  make,  or  improve  their  fortunes,  there 
"  is  no  queftion  to  be  made,  but  they  came  to  further 
"  fuch  a  reformation  as  fhould  moft  vifibly  conduce  to 
"  the  advancement  of  their  feveral  ends,  which  appears 
"  plainly  by  the  ftrange  mixture  of  the  acts  and  refults 
"  thereof."— Hey.  p.  47  X  48. 

Themeafures  adopted  by  thefe  artful  men  were  per- 
fectly correfpondent  to  their  flagitious  purfuits  :  'tis  not 
therefore  difficult  to  affign  the  motives  which  induced 
them  to  disfigure,  and  mifreprefent  the  doctrines  of  that 
church,  the  deftruction  of  which  muft  enfure  them  luc- 
cefs :  Vows  of  celibacy  of  obedience,  &tc*  were  de- 
clared unlawful  and  impracticable,  to  enable  them  to 
feize  on  the  abbey  lands,  and  all  the  wealth  of  the  rno- 
nafteries ; — crimes  which  were  never  committed,  were 
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fuppofed,  and  induftrioufly  circulated  to  <filcnce  the 
murmurs  and  complaints  of  the  public,  at  feeing  the 
property  confecrated  by  the  piety  of  their  anceftors  % 
and  in  which  they  found  an  aflured  refource  for  them" 
felves  and  their  children  embezzled  by  the  Exchequer, 
and  fquandered  on  Court  minions  : — "  they  reprefent- 
"  ed  their  offences  in  fuch  multiplying  glaffes,  as  made 
"  them  both  greater  in  number,  and  more  horrid  in 
"  nature,  than  indeed  they  were." — Hey.  p.  202/ 

'Sir  William  Dug  dale  aflerts,  "  that  the  Commif- 
u  fioners  threatened  to  charge  the  Canons  of  Leicefter 
"  with  buggerv  and  adultery,  unlefs  they  would  fub- 

Burnet  admits  that  complaints  were  nTade  of  the 
violence  and  bribery  of  the  vifitorS,  and  adds,  per- 
haps not  without  reafon,  fo  great  is  the  force  of  truth, 
that  it  has  extorted  ^  confeffion  even  from  Burnet \  and 
in  his  abridgement,  p.  182,  he  fays,  "  'twas  complain- 
"  ed  that  Doctor  London  had  corrupted  many  nuns." 
Burnet's  attempt  to  afperfe  the  chaftity  of  the  nuns, 
expofes  to  the  hatred  and  deteftation  of  the  world,  the 
viiitor  and  the  men  who  employed  and  inftructed  him. 

The  facrifice  of  the  Mafs  abolifhed,  altars  and  all 
the  ornaments  of  the  Churches  became  ufelefs.  The 
plate  and  jewels  confecrated  by  the  piety  of  the  faithful, 
during  a  ipace  of  nine  centuries,  fell  at  once  into  the 
coiFers  of  the  Court,  and  its  favourites. 

The  doctrine  of  purgatory  rejected,  the  univerfal 
practice  of  praying  for  the  dead  muft  be  abolimed,  a 
practice  as  old  as  Chriftianity,  a  practice  inufe  amongft 
the  Jews  long  before  the  birth  of  Chrift,  as  appears 
from  the  hiftory  of  the  Maccabees,  which,  whether 
canonical  or  not,  is  a  correct  Jewifh  hiftory.  Hence 
all  the  chantery  lands  founded  for  perpetuating  pray- 
ers for  the  faithful  departed,  fell  to  the  crown. 

Finally  by  pretending  that  the  veneration  which  Ca^ 
tholics  always  expreffed  for  the  relicks  of  faints,  a  ve- 
neration which  Mofes  mewed  to  the  remains  of  the 
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patriarch  Jofeph,  favoured  of  idolatry,  (hrines  and  re- 
liquaries of  immenfe  value  became  a  prey  to  the  fordid 
and  facrilegious  avarice  of  men,  who  feem  to  have  la- 
terally reduced  to  pra&ice  that  leflbn*  which  Horace,  in 
the  true  fpirit  of  irony,  gave  to  his  fellow-citizens. 
"  Rem  recte  ft  possisfi  noil,  quocumque  modo,rem  .  .  . 
"  oh  Cives,  Cives,  qucerenda  ejl  pecimia  primum,  Vir- 
"  tus  poji  Nummos" 

Once  more  were  not  thefe  men  under  an  ir-refiftible 
temptation  of  mifreprefenting,  and  calumniating  the  te- 
nets of  that  church,  in  the  fpoils  of  which  they  found  the 
aggrandifement  of  themfelves  and  their  families  ?  was 
not  Mr.  Burke  perfeftly  right  in  aliening  that  they 
were  interefted  in  fuppreffing  Catholic  doftrine  through 
political  views. 

Sir  William  Davenant  defcribes  the  deftru&ion  ef- 
fected by  thefe  zealous  reformers  in  the  following  lines : 

M  Who  fees  thefe  di final  heaps  but  will  demand, 

"  What  barbarous  invaders  facked  the  land  ? 

<*'  But  when  he  hears  no  Goth  no  Turk  did  bring, 

"  This  defolation,  L.ut  a  Chriftian  King; 

*\  When  nothing  but  the  name  of  zeal  appears, 

*'  'Twixt  our  beft  anions  an;l  t!ie  worft  of  theirs. 

"  What  does  lie  think  our  facrilege  would  fpare  3 

*•  Since  thcfe  the  effects  of  our  doctrines  are."' 

To  conclude  this  article — if  fuch  men  were  dire£ree 
by  heaven,  and  fuch  meafures  fuggefted  by  the  H.  G. 
we  muft  acquit  the  devil  of  all  the  wickednefs,  which 
is  praftifed  in  this  world,  and  acknowledge  that  his 
fable  Majefty,  though  called  the  father  of  lies,  is  him- 
felf  foully  belied  in  every  indi&mem  which  is  preferred 
for  murder,  perjury,  facrilege,  &c. 

The  writer  has  not  cited  one  Catholic  author  :  if  he 
were  tofet  before  the  eyes  of  the  public,  fcenes  painted 
by  Saunders,  by  Stapleton,  Hollywood,  and  Daly,  and 
fome  other  cotemporary  writers,  horror  would  grow 
impatient,  and  reafon  ftand  appalled,  at  the  unparallel- 
ed enormities  committed  under  pretence  of  reforming 
religion,  and  reducing  it  to  the  primitive  ftandard. 
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The  writer  does  not  intend,  or  even  pretend,  to 
make  the  moft  chftant  allufion  to  theprefent  times  :  he 
knows  that  the  in  en  who  now  exift,  are  no  more  ac- 
countable for  the  crimes  of  their  anceftors,  than  he  is 
foimfelf  for  the  mafiacres,  rapine,  facrilege,  and  all  the 
other  crimes  committed  by  the  mercilefs  Danes,  his  an- 
ceftors,  in  their  different  incurfions. 

The  Ex.  in  imitation  of  other  pamphleteers  collects 
a  fummary  of  what  he  calls  Catholic  doctrine,  not 
from  Catechifms,  Mannels,  Profeffions  of  faith,  or, any 
authentic  fource  ;  but  from  the  mifreprefentation  of 
parly  writers^  who  finding  it  impoflible  to  refute  any 
article  of  Catholic  doctrine  fairly  ftated,  garble  fome 
quotations  from  obfeure  writers  of  no  authority,  and 
cjiftort  the  words  of  others  from  their  intended  fijjfoif 
fication,  and  thus  compofe  a  creed  for  us,  of  which  we 
believe  no  more  than  we  do  of  the  Alcoran.  The 
more  abfurd  this  pretended  creed,  the  better  it  anfwers 
the  inventor's  purpofe.  The  confidence  with  which 
they  obtrude  their  own  fabrications  on  the  credulity  of 
the  public  in  the  face  truth,  excites  aftonimment.  If 
Catholic  writers  reclaim,  they  inftantly  reply,  that  Ca- 
tholic doctrine  is  mifreprefented  by  Catholics,  as  if 
they  were  authorifed  to  compofe  our  creed.  All  thefe 
barefaced  impositions  have  been  abundantly  refuted  in 
Mr.  B's  replies  to  P.  The  writer  adds  that  the  Rev. 
Ex.  groffly  impofes  on  -his  readers,  when  he  fays:  that 
the  Legiflative  Body  imputes  thofe  doctrines  to  Catho- 
lics :  their  proposing  an  oath  to  Catholics  is  evidence 
of  the  contrary  ;  for  if  they  thought  an  oath  incapable 
of  binding  Catholics,  'twould  be  ufelefs  to  propofe  it. 
The  Legifiature  obliges  Catholics  to  difclaim  thefe  te- 
nets, w  hich  are  imputed  to  them  by  MefTrs.  Stanfer  and 
Cotkran,  and  other  party  writers,  who  in  order  to  ex- 
cite an  odium  again  ft  Catholics,  pretend  to  know  our 
doctrine  better  than  we  do  ourfelves.  Catholics  have 
declaimed  them,  and  given  the  Legifiature  a  pledge  of 
their  fidelity,  which  Catholics  only  can  give,  that  is, 
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their  folerrm  tried  and  inflexible  faith,  which  no  penal 
rigour  could  extort  for  more  than  a  century.  The 
man  who  hears  this,  and  pretends  to  fufpe£t  the  oath 
of  a  Catholic,  does  not  know  our  faith,  or  he  does  not 
know  the  truth. 

The  writer  begs  leave  to  correct  a  verfion  of  a  papal 
decree  given  by  Mr.  Staiifer — 'tis  quoted  in  the  original, 
and  the  tranflation,  whether  through  ignorance,  delign, 
or  inadvertence,  is  {trained  to  ferve  a  purpofe  : — "  Ex~ 
46  communiccemus  fif  anathematizamus  omnem  harefim 
44  extollentem  fe  adverfus  hanc fanctam,  orthodoxam  X 
"  Catholicam  fidem,  quam  fuperimus  expofuimus  .  .  .  . 
4C  condemnantes  hereticosuniverfos^  quibufcumque  nomi- 
"  nibus  cenfeantur :  faces  qiiidcm  diver/as  habentes  fed 
"  Caudas  ad  invicem  alligatas,  quia  de  Vanitate  conve- 
"  mint  en  idipfum" 

The  Ex.  in  his  verfion,  artfully  paries  unnoticed  the 
terms  which  determine  the  fenfe  of  the  decree,  and 
point  out  the  perfons  againft  whom  'twas  enacled  : — 
44  We  excommunicate,"  fays  he,  "  every  herefy  againft 
44  the  Holy  Orthodox  and  Catholic  Faith," — whereas 
in  the  decree  'tis  faid  : — "  we  excommunicate  every  he- 
ff  refy  raifing  itfelf  againft  the  true  Orthodox  and  Ca- 
"  tholic  Faith,  which  we  have  already  expofcd"  The 
faith  which  the  Prelates  had  expofed,  was  the  myfte- 
ries  of  the  trinity,  the  incarnation,  the  creation,  &c. 
againft  the  Manicheans,  under  different  denominations 
who  denied  them.  Thus  our  Ex.  transfers,  by  his  pri- 
vate authority,  a  fen  ten  ce  denounced  in  1 198,  againft 
the  moft  impious  and  flagitious  of  men,  who  pretended 
that  the  Devil  was  the  creator  of  the  world,  to  Prote- 
ftants  who  made  their  firft  appearance  in  151 8. 

Other  faults  in  his  verfion  are  paffed  unnoticed : 
they  feem  to  argue  no  great  knowledge  of  the  learned 
languages.  I  his  may  caution  the  public  againft  ta- 
king the  fenfe  of  any  Latin  quotation  on  his  autho- 
rity. 

In  anfwer  to  his  quotation  from  Bcllarminc,  the 
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writer  would  ad vife  the  Ex.  ferioufly  to  perufe  the 
works  of  that  celebrated  controvertift  :  he  will  find  in 
them  fuch  conclufive  evidence  in  fupport  of  Catholic 
doctrine  as  fuch,  and  fuch  irrefiftible  force  of  reafoning 
againft  all  new-fangled  fyftems  of  religion,  as  have  ren- 
dered every  attempt  at  refutation  vain,  and  few  at- 
tempts were  made.  His  private  opinion  of  Papal 
power  in  temporals  is  founded  on  meer  conjecture,  he 
does  not  offer  it  as  Catholic  doctrine.  It  has  been  de- 
cisively refuted  in  the  Univerfities  of  France  and  Spain, 
as  'twas  in  Mr.  B's  Letter  of  Inftruction.  A  more  un- 
founded conjecture  is  not  in  the  whole  work,  than  that 
which  this  Ex.  has  borrowed — 'tis  manifeftly  againft 
hiftory  :  in  Julian's  days  Pagans  were  comparatively 
few  :  on  this  all  hiftorians  agree. 

The  Ex.  without  adducing  a  fingle  quotation  from 
the  Council  of  Trent,  confidently  alTerts  that  ail  thefe 
abfurd  doctrines  invented  by  himfelf  and  his  friends 
for  Catholics,  were  drftinctly  and  exprelfly  taught  by 
that  Council. — The  alfertion  is  fimply  falfe  and 
ground lefs :  the  Council  taught  no  fuch  doctrines — 
the  writer  believes  the  Council  infallible  in  all  its  doc- 
trinal decrees,  and  does  not  believe  a  fy liable  of  this 
doctrine  which  the  Ex.  afcribes  to  it,  and  he  begs  leave 
to  inform  him,  that  he  pretends,  without  vanity,  to  un- 
tlerftand  the  doctrine  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  as  well 
as  Mr.  S.  or  Mr.  C.  who  in  all  appearance  never  read 
a  line  in  its  decrees. 

"  How  far,"  fays  the  Ex.  p.  13,  "  the  decrees  of 
"  Popes  are  binding  jjipon  Roman  Catholics,  may  be 
"  fecn  in  the  Creed  of  Pius  IV.  which  is  the  ftandard 
"  of  thc:r  religion  f  is  the  Ex.  fo  ignorant  of  Catholic 
doctrine  as  not  to  knew  that  the  ftandard  of  that  doc- 
trine was  fixed  fome  centuries  before  Pius  IV.  was 
bom?  or  jias  he  feen  any  of  thefe  tenets  which  he  af- 
cribes to  Catholics  in  that  profeffion  of  faith  compiled 
by  Pint's  order?  has  he  dilcovered  that  we  Catholics 
are  obliged  to  believe  in  the  decrees  of  Popes?  the 
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wrifer  has  now  that  profeffion  of  faith  before  him,  and* 
is  not  clearfighted  enough  to  difcover  any  fuch  thing  : 
- — u  I  likewife  undoubtedly  receive  and  profefs  all  other 
"  things  delivered,  defined  and  declared  by  the  facred 
44  Canons,  and  general  Councils,  and  particularly  by  the 
a  holy  Council  of  Trent."  All  this  the  writer  fhv- 
cerely  receives  and  profeffes ;  in  it  there  is  not  one 
word  of  Popes  decrees.  Gregory  I.  furnamed  ths 
Great,  to  whom  England  owes  her  converfion  from 
the  moft  ftupid  idolatry  and  barbarous  fuperftition,  in 
his  confeffion  of  faith — Lib.  1.  Epijl.  25. — fays,  u  that 
"  he  received  the  four  general  Councils — of  Nice,  of 
u  Conftantinople,  of  Ephefus,  and  of  Chalcedon,  as 
"  the  four  books  of  the  Gofpel."  The  deciiions  of  ge- 
neral Councils  were  thought  infallible.  Gregory  lays 
nothing  of  the  decrees  of  Popes,  nor  does  the  profef- 
fion of  faith  authorifed  by  Pius  IV.  As  to  the  obedi- 
ence which  we  Catholics  owe  the  Pope,  'tis  perfectly 
confiftent  with  our  obedience  and  allegiance  to  our 
Prince  :  it  extends  to  nothing  unjuft  or  unlawful.  If 
the  King  and  Parliament,  and  every  other  conftituted 
authority  in  England,  to  which  both  Mr.  B.  and  Mr.  S. 
have  fworn  obedience,  mould  order  them  to  feduce  a 
neighbour's  wife  or  daughter,  they  ought  not  to  obey : 
becaufe  the  obedience  which  they  owe  to  a  higher 
power,  forbids  it. — In  like  manner,  if  the  Pope  or  any 
other  authority  under  him,  mould  order  us  Catholics  to 
withdraw  our  allegiance,  or  break  our  plighted  faith, 
we  would  not  obey :  becauie  a  Higher  Power  orders 
us  to  obey  honor  and  ferve  our  King,  and  religioufly 
perform  our  engagements. 

To  conclude  this  article,  'tis  matter  of  furprife,  that 
Mr.  S.  mould  give  the  profeffion  of  faith  of  Pius  IV. 
for  a  ftandard  of  Catholic  faith,  and  at  the  fame  time 
endeavour  to  perfuade  the  public,  that  doctrines,  not 
one  of  which  is  to  be  found,  even  by  implication.,  in 
that  profeffion  of  faith,  are  believed  by  in. 

A  fketch  of  Cranmers  character,  taken  from  his 
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great  admirer  Burnet,  will  be  given  hereafter.  Kid* 
ley  and  Latimer  were  engaged  in  the  fame  treafonable 
confpiracy  for  which  he  fuffered.  "  Doctor  Ridlcyi 
"  Bimop  of  London,  the  16th  of  July,  at  St.  Paul's 
"  Crofs,  preached  a  fermon,  wherein  he  invited  the 
"  people  to  ftand  firm  to  Queen  Jane,  whofe  caufe 
«  he  affirmed  was  moft  juft." — Baker's  Hist.  p.  215. 
The  writer  is  humbly  of  opinion  that  if  the  Rev.  Ex. 
himfelf  or  his  powerful  ally,  had  been  engaged  in  fup- 
porting  thepretenfions  of  a  King  Guilford,  or  a  Queen 
Jane,  againft  the  rightful  heir  of  the  crown,  they 
would  defervedly  mare  Ridley's  fate :  a  pretext  of 
propping  a  tottering  church  would  not  fave  their  necks 
from  the  haltar. 

As  to  the  punifhments  inflicted  on  heretics,  Mr.  B. 
has  fhewn  in  his  replies  to  P.  that  they  were  decreed 
by  the  civil  power,  without  any  participation  of  the  ec- 
clefiaftical  authority ;  that  to  accufe  the  Church  of 
encouraging  them  is  an  unfounded  flander.  That 
fome  ecclefiaftics,  actuated  by  the  fpirit  of  revenge  or 
ambition,  might  have  encouraged  them  is  true ;  but 
nothing  to  the  purpofe.  Bonner  and  Gardiner  were 
of  the  number.  They  had  been  roughly  handled  in 
the  reign  of  Edivard  VI.  at  no  time  poffeffed  of  that 
fpirit  of  meeknefs  and  patience  which  characterize  the 
Chriftian  Prelate.  Whilft  Heath,  the  Archbifhop  of 
York,  and  Oglethorpe,  Bimop  of  Carlifie,  with  the  Bi- 
fhops  of  Oxford  and  Gloucefter,  of  Worcefter  and  He- 
reford,  difcountenanced  all  rigorous  meafures.  Al- 
phonfus,  a  Spanifh  Friar,  ConfefTor  to  King  Philip, 
preached  vehemently  againft  perfecution,  and  made 
the  moft  pointed  ftrictures  againft  lbme  of  the  Bifhops, 
who  reibrted  to  a  method  of  converting  finners  con- 
demned by  the  Chriftian  law,  and  only  in  ule  amongft 
heathens. 

From  feveral  miftranflations  in  this  pretended  Exa- 
mination, the  writer  begins  to  fufpect  that  the  Rev. 
Ex.  does  not  underftand  the  lansaia^e  in  which  the  ci- 
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vil  and  canon  law  is  written.  Thus  for  example, 
— u  Evterminaire"  he  tranflates  to  extirpate.  In  the 
legal  fenfe  it  fignifies  to  banifh  extra  ter initios.  To  ex- 
tirpate, is  to  root  out,  to  deftroy. 

After  having  proved  his  firft  pofition,  u  that  we  Ca- 
"  tholics  think  it  lawful  to  break  failh  with  heretics, 
"  in  his  ufual  mode  by  thefe  irrefragable  reafons,"  it  is 
certain  ;  the  world  knows.  And  an  anecdote  of  a  Jew- 
ifh  girl,  told  by  an  anonymous  friend,  the  Ex.  prcn 
ceeds  to  thefecond,  "  that  we  Catholics  think  dupli- 
**  city  and  deceit  in  general  lawful." — For  this  he  ad- 
duces fomething  more  than  his  old  proof  it  is  certain, 
that  is  a  garbled  quotation  from  the  Decrctum  of  Gra- 
tien,  of  which  Catholics  never  heard.  The  wiiter 
begs  leave  to  inform  this  Rev.  Ex.  of  what  he  does 
no£  feem  to  know,  that  Gratieiis  objeft  in  compiling 
that  work,  was  to  reconcile  feeming  inconfiflencies,  in 
which  he  was  more  than  once  inconfiftent  with  him- 
felf  and  tvith  truth,  as  the  Univerfity  of  Paris  had 
fltewn  in  defence  of  its  e'en fu re  againft  Montejfbn — fee 
Rep.  to  P.J — that  this  is  one  of  his  errors  \%  manifeft, 
from  a  mifquotation  of  St.  Paxil.  In  the  Vulgate  the 
text  has,  "  in  Jimiihudimen  Camis  peccati  in  the 
original  Greek  en  omoibmati  farkos  ahiartias"  in  plain 
Englifli :  in  the  likenefs  of  flefh  of  fin,  and  in  the  in- 
intended  fenfe  of  the  Apoftle,  "  in  flefih  like  to 
H  that  of  fin,  or  fubjedt  to  fin."  The  Ex.  has  given  it : 
in fimulationem  camis peccatricis^z.  manifeft  perverfion 
of  the  text,  and  even  that  he  miftranflates  :  "  thefat/e 
"  appearance  of  finful  flefli."  Simulation  is  a  plain 
Latin  word  which  does  not  fignify  a  falfe  appearance, 
but  the  art  of  concealing  a  truth,  which  a  man  is  not 
obliged  to  reveal :  as  if  a  traveller  on  his  way  to  An- 
napolis, through  Windfor,  from  Halifax,  fliould  reply 
to  this  impertinent  queftion — whither  are  you  going  ? 
I'm  on  the  way  to  Windfor.  When  a  man  is  juridi- 
cally interrogated  by  proper  authority  no  fuch  cvafion 
is  allowed, — See  Rep.  to  P* 
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This..  Rev.  Ex.  proceeds  to  quote  from  Gratien,  "  bc- 
"  hold  what  lies  are  venial  and  what  are  damnable,'.'— 
who  would  imagine  that  fo  powerful  a controvertift  as  this 
Ex.  would  thus  invalidate  the  whole  force  of  the  argu- 
ment which  he  draws  from  the  Decretum,  cited  in  ca- 
pitals, and  adding  fo  much  weight  to  his  former  proofs., 
"  it  is  certain;  the  world  knows  ;  every  body  who  knows 
"  any  thing  of  the  Romi/h  religion  kiipzcs".  Now  the 
writer,  who  knows  fomething  of  the  Romilh  religion, 
tells  this  Rev.  Ex.  that  we  Catholics  do.  think  that 
fome  lies  are  venial,  and  feme  are  damnable,  without 
thinking  any  lie  either  laudable  or  lawful :  for  we  have 
not  yet  learnt  to  believe  even  on  the  evangelical  autho,- 
rity  of  the  Wirtemberg  Evangelift  Martin^  that  all  fins 
are  equally  damnable';  we  think  that  an  act  of  intem- 
perance on  the  King's  Birth  Day  is  not  fo  damnable  a 
crime  as  murder;  we  think  that  an  amufing  jeft  is  not 
inductive  of  perdition,  tho'  atrocious  calumny  moil 
certainly  island  this  our  doclrine  is  fo  evidently  found- 
ed on  reafon,  that  Horace,  an  Epicurean'  poet,  be- 
lieved it.; .  r,     _  \:7C~\^v[ztfs 

1  he  Pope  if  we  believe,  this  Ex.  has  actually  grant- 
ed a  previous  diipenfation  from  the  oath  of  allegiance. 
Mr.  B.  has  (hewn  thecontraty;  and  experience  fliews 
that  no  difpenfations  are  granted :  if  they  were  En- 
glifh  Catholics  might  by  a  fingle  oath  relieve  them- 
i elves  from  all  penal  reftriftions  and  difabilities  : —  But 
here's  another  decree,—"  all  oaths  contrary  to  the  ad- 
"  vantage  of  the  Romifh  Church  are  to  be  confidered 
"  rather  as  perjuries  than  oaths."  The  Ex.  had  added 
the  term  llomijh  by  his  own  private  authority:  he  takes 
thefe  trifling  liberties  of  adding  and  retrenching  when 
neceiTary  to  fix  the  ienfe  which  ferves  his  purpole.  He 
then  proceeds  to  if  ate  that  'tis  the  bufinefs  of  the  Ro- 
mifli  Church  to  determine  what  is  its  own  intereft, 
and  consequently  extend  difpenfations  to  every  oath. 
This  is  a  new  idea  of  a  diipenfation.  To  declare  that 
a  lawful  oath  is  an  act  of  perjury,  is  a  power  for  which 


the  Roman  See  is  indebted  to  Mr.' Staiifer  ;  that  an 
unlawful  oath  is  an  act  of  perjury  was  never  doubted 
by  any  man,  not' yet  fitted  for  a-madhoufe,  and  'if  iuch 
a:declaratioh  he  a  difpenfation,  Mr.  B.  has  granted  it 
to~:  all  United  Iriihmeh  without  confulting  the  Pope, 
and  the  writer  will  grant  it  to  all  focieties,  wiio  oblige 
themfelves  by  oath  to  purfue  any  unlawful  end;  he. 
thinks  the  King's  governors  could'  grant  fuch  difpenfa- 
tions  without  any  remorfe  of  confcience.  The  Ex, 
Will  remark  that  in  the  days  of  Innocent  f¥E  there  were 
legal  exemptions  in  favour  of  the  eftablilhed  Church, 
as  there  are  yet  in  England  ;  that  an  oath  in  prejudice 
of  thefe  legal  exemptions  is  ur lawful,  and  confequent- 
ly  invalid,  this  Rev.  Ex.  muft  acknowledge,  or  admit 
that  the  White  -Boys,  the  Oak-  Boys,  the  Steel  Boys, 
and  all  others  who  furfered  on  account  of  tythes,  were 
murdered  under  colour  of  law  . 

Though  not  the  fhadow  of  an  argument  appears  in 
22  pages  of  this  Examination,  if  you  except  two  or 
three1  garbled  quotations,  which  are  eafily  explained. 
Mr.  St a?ifer  concludes  with  confidence  that  he  has 
fhewn  certain  doctrines  to  form  a  part  of  the  Romifh 
religion,  which  that  religion  feverely  condemns  in  his 
ariceftors  the  prime  reformers,  and  which  have  been  au- 
thentically condemned  by  the  very  Councils  to  which 
he  afcribes  them,  thus  the  noted  Wcjilcy  imputes  to  Ca- 
tholics the  riots  in  London,  in  17  80,  when  100,000  af- 
fociated  fanatics,  with  Lord  George  Gordon  at  their 
head,  burned  the  Houfes  and  Chapels.  Confidence  in 
affertion  in  made  a  fubftitute  to  proof,  yet  the  man's 
face  muft  be  fealoned  againfr  (name,  who  publicly 
avows  a  notorious  falfehood.  In  his  next  edition  the 
Ex.  would  do  well  to  remember  this  phiiofophica! 
maxim,  that  affertion  is  no  proof ;  that  a  fimple  de- 
nial is  a  lufficient  refutation  of  a  bare  affertion  ;  that  a  . 
filly  attempt  to  fupport  a  bad  caufe,  makes  it  worfe, 
and  reflects  a  fort  of  difcredit  on  the  head  or  heart  of  the 
author — frequently  on  both. 

D  2  i  fn 


In  his  account  of  the  elevation  of  Saul  and  David, 
to  the  throne  of  IJrael,  Mr.  Stanfer  gives  a  ftrong  fper 
cimen  of  the  pretended  right  of  every  man  to  under- 
hand the  Scriptures  according  to  his  own  fancy:  a 
more  fanciful  account  is  hardly  poffible.  The  interr 
ference  of  the  people  he  totally  excludes,  and  adds  that 
Cod  had  declared  their  incompetency.  If  we  believe 
him,  the  whole  right  of  governing  the  people  was 
communicated  by  Samuel,  whatever  was  done  by  the 
people  was  meer  matter  of  form  and  ceremony,  fome? 
thing  fimilar  to  that  of  jan  Englifh  Coronation.  'Tis 
ft  range  that  neither  Saul  nor  DavifL  thought  fo : — 
Some  years  after  David  had  been  anointed  by  Samuel, 
he  considered  Saul  as  his  lawful  Sovereign  ;  i>or  does 
it  appear  that  Spul  at  any  time  thought  himfelf  a  re- 
bel. JJbofeth  was  not  anointed  by  Samuel,  yet  neither 
he  nor  his  General  Abncr,  were  ever  called  rebels  by 
any  man  before  this  Ex.  which  muft  have  been  the 
cafe  if  his  exposition  of  the  (cripfure  be  true. 

David  himfelf  thought  JJbofeth  an  innocent  man, 
who  had  been  murdered  without  caufe  by  his  p^vn  of- 
ficers, and  put  them  to  death  for  that  very  crime  ;  and 
though  it  be  manifeft,  that  A  brier's  influence  had  pla- 
ced Ijbofeth  on  the  throne  of  Ifrael,  whilft  the  men  of 
Juda  obeyed  David,  their  kini  man,  we  find  noaccufa- 
tion  of  rebellion  brought  againft  Abner  on  this  ac? 
count. 

The  reader  will  admire  Mr.  Stanfer  s  accuracy,  and 
deep  penetration,  in  his  interpretation  of  the  Spriptures. 
Saul  and  David  were  vefted  with  the  fupreme  autho- 
rity, without  the  confent  of  the  people,  in  confequence 
of  God's  immediate  appointment,  fignified  by  Samuel. 
Jeroboam  was  guilty  of  rebellion,  impiety,  and  idolatry  ? 
— why  to  ?  becaufe  he  was  chofen  by  ten  tribes  out  of 
the  twelve,  who  thought  proper  to  conftitute  him  their 
King.  The  Ex.  will  find  it  difficult  to  affign  any 
other  realbn,  which  founds  his  accufation  of  rebellion 
againfr.  Jeroboam  :  with  refpecl  to  the  divine  appoint- 
ment 
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meat  he  was  upon  equal  terms  with  David David's 
appointment  was  during  the  lifetime  of  Saul,  and  Je- 
roboam's during  the  lifetime  of  Solomon  ; — "  And  it 
u  came  to  pafs  at  that  time  that  Jeroboam  went  out  of 
"  Jerufalem,  and  the  prophet  Ahias  the  Silonite,  clad 
*J  with  a  new  garment,  found  him  in  the  way ;  and 
*?  they  two  were  alone  in  the  field ;  and  Ahias  taking 
<f  his  new  garment  wherewith  he  was  clad,  divided  it 
*'  into  twelve  parts ;  and  he  laid  to  Jeroboam  take  to 
"  thee  ten  pieces  :  for  thus  faith  the  Lord  God  of  If- 
•/  rael :  behold  I  will  rend  the  kingdom  out  of  the 
«?  hand  of  Solomon  and  give  thee  ten  tribes." — Aft.  of 
K.  2nd.  ch.  Jeroboam  was  fo  far  from  being  a  rebel, 
that  if  he  had  continued  to  ferve  his  God,  after  he  had 
taken  pofTeffion  of  the  kingdom  of  Ifrael,  his  throne 
would  have  been  eftablifhed  over  Ifrael  as  that  of  Da- 
vips  was  over  Juda  :— u  and  thou  (halt  be  king  over 
Ifrael"  continues  the  prophet,  "  if  then  thou  fl)alt 
"  hearken  to  all  which  1  (hall  command  thee,  and 
"  wilt  wallc  in  my  ways,  and  do  what  is  right  before 
"  me,  keeping  my  precepts  and  my  commandments, 
"  as  my  fervant  David  did,  I  will  be  with  thee  and 
"  build  thee  up  a  faithful  houfe  as  I  built  a  houfe  for 
"  David>  and  I  will  deliver  Ifrael  to  thee."  That  Je- 
roboam pofTelfed  no  regal  power,  ijor  even  claimed  any, 
till  conftituted  King  over  the  ten  tribes  by  themfelves, 
Mr.  S.  will  hardly  difpute  ;  that  this  was  done  iji  the 
ordinary  courfe  of  providence  the  Scripture  attefts  : 
"  ^nd  the  Jung  did  not  condelcend  to  the  people  :  be~ 
"  caufe  the  Lord  had  turned  away  from  him  to  make 
"  good   his   word,  which  he  had  fpoken    in  the 

"  h&w&oi  AhiaS)  to  Jeroboam,  the  fon  of  Nabat"  

1ft.  Ch.  eh.  xii.  From  this  lail,  'tis  manifeft.  that  God 
did  not  enlighten  the  underftancling  of  Roboam,  fo  as 
to  difcover  the  folly  of  his  young  counfellors.— "  And 
"  it  came  to  pafs  when  all  Ifrael  heard  that  Jeroboam 
"  had  come  again,  that  they  collected  an  affembJy,  and 
it  fent  and  called  him,  apd  made  him  King  over  Ifrael: 

1  "  and 
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*  and  there  was  none  who  followed  the  houfe  of  Da- 
**  vid  but  the  tribe  of  Jada"    A  more  unlucky  ex- 
ample Mr;  S.  could  not  have  found  to  fhew  the  in- 
competency of  the  people  who  rejected  Kobdam,  and 
febftitttted  Jeroboam,  were  guilty  of  any  act -of  rebel- 
lion, if  God;  *be  hot  the  Author  of  rebellion •: ''for  the 
Scripture  fays  pofitively,  that  "  this  word  was  from 
«*  God."    After  this,  Jeroboam  fell  into  idolatry,  and 
iftany  of  the  people  ,  followed  his  example,  for  which*,* 
and  ether  crimes  enumerated  in  the'  Scriptures,  they 
were  deiervedly  punifhed  ;  but  that  they  s  were  then 
guilty  of  idolatry,  impiety,  and  rebellion,  is  a  flat  con-' 
tradiciion  to  the  Scripture ;  a  neceffary  confequence  of 
that  pretended  right  of  fubftituting  the  reader's  fancy, 
to  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  facred  penman. 

In  the  next  paragraph  this  Rev.  Ex.  gives  a  greater 
range  of  his  fane  v:  he  makes  the  fen  tribes  from  Ro- 
boarrCs  days,-  to  the  tran fmifgration  rebels  to  a  mail* 
**  God,"  he  fays,  "  exprefsly 'excludes  the  people  from 
64  electing  their  Prince,  and  referves  the  choice  in  every 

cafe  tohimfelf  :  the  appointments  which  he  thusde- 
ct  dared  to  be  with  himlelf  he  actually  and  univerfally 
^  exercifed  :  the  three  firft,  Saul,  David,  and  Solomon, 
*c  he  appointed  byname,  and  then  eftablifhed  an  heredi- 
tary Government  in  the  family  of  David:"~>-p.  30. 
There  are  in  this  ftatement  as  many  errors  as  lines. 
We  don't  find  that  Solomon  was  appointed  by  name 
with  an  indefeafible  right :  David  promifed  his  mother 
EathJIitba,  that  he  mould  be  his  fuccefibr,  and  ordered 
him  in  confequence  to  be  anointed  by  the  High  Prieft 
Sadoe,  at  her  requeft.    "  As  I  have  fworn  to  thee,  by 

the  Lord  God  of  Ifrael,  faying,  Solomon  thy  fon  fhall 
*4  reign  after  me,  and  he  fhall  fit  on  my  throne,  thus 
*<  willl  dotxhisday.' ~~V?.  Ch.  ch.  V  30.— Firft  error, 
Jeroboam,  was  appointed,  by  name  King  of  Ifrael, 
whom  this  Ex.  calls  a  rebel — Second  error,  that  David 
was  immediately  nominated,  and  a  continuation  of  the 
family  yf  David,  over  the  tribe  of  Juda  predicted,  is 

true  : 
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true  ;  but  that  an  hereditary  indefealible  right  in  that 
family,  to  rule  all  Ifrael,  was  either  eftablifhed  or  pre- 
dicted, is  a  ftupid  error,  which  betrays  in  the  author 
almoft  confummate  ignorance  of  thefe  Scriptures  to 
which  he  refers  with  fuch  confidence. 

'Tis  faid  of  Solomon,  "  and  I  will  eftabliili  his  king- 
"  dom  for  ever,  if  he  continue  to  keep  my  command- 
<c  ments  and  my  judgments  as  at  this  day." — I.  C//. 
xxviii.  7.  Thefe  are  the  terms  on  which  Jeroboams 
right  was  eftablifhed  by  the  prophet  Ahias.,  yet  he  was 
never  thought  to  poffefs  an  indefeafible  right.  From 
this  Ex'rs.  reafoning  we  mould  conclude  that  all  the 
King's  of  Ifrael,  and  even  Jeroboam  himielf,  though 
appointed  as  Saul  and  David,  were  ufurpers,  and  all 
the  men  who  acknowledged  them  Sovereigns,  rebels 
to  their  lawful  Princes  :  No  length  of  time  prefcribes 
againft  the  ordinance  of  God. 

The  writer  paries  unnoticed,  ibme  ridiculous  prin- 
ciples which  are  imputed  by  the  Ex.  to  Mr.  B  ;  they 
enable  him  to  conjure  up  a  fubjecl,  on  which  he  de- 
claims with  fome  afperity,  and  fills  a  pamphlet,  which 
if  ftripped  of  thefe  .adventitious  ornaments,  and  con- 
fined to  logical  reafoning,  would  be  reduced  to  half  a 
{heet. 

His  remark,  that  if  the  people  had  tlx:  power  of 
conftituting  their  King,  they  might  defeat  the  plan  re- 
specting the  Meftias,  is  wonderfully  acute  :  it  mews  the 
depth  of  this  laborious  Ex'rs.  refearches  ;  the  accuracy 
of  his  notions  with  refpect  to  a  fuperintending  provi- 
dence:  'tis  to  be  hoped  that  his  next  effay  will  efta- 
bliih  the  ineluctable  fatum  of the  heathens;  and  jus- 
tify Pilate's  fentence  againft  the  Redeemer,  Judais 
treachery,  and  the  malice  of  the  Jews :  if  thefe  could 
have  done  otherwife,  they  would  have  defeated  the  plan 
of  the  redemption.  And  Saul  might  have  defeated 
the  plan  of  the  Meffias  mod  effectually  ;  for  S<amiel 
laid  to  him,  "  thou  haft  done  fooliihlv,  and  haft  not 
"  kept  the  commandments  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  which 

"  he 
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*  he  commanded  thee:  and  if  thouhadft  not  done  this 
M  the  Lord  would  have  eftablifhed  thy  kingdom  over 
"  Ifrciel  forever."— 1  Sam.  xiii.  13. — 'Tis  therefore 
rnanifeft,  that  if  Saul  had  not  facrilegioufly  offered  fa- 
crifice,  not  being  of  the  Prieftly  race,  his  kingdom 
would  have  ftood,  and  David  would  have  been  exclu- 
ded ;  'tis  equally  rnanifeft  that  Saul  might  have  omit- 
ted that  offering  :  for  difobedience  is  no  crime  when 
obedience  is  impoffible.  In  this  we  Catholics  revere 
the  prefcience  of  God,  arid  the  wonderful  difpofitions 
of  his  providence,  which  directs  all  his  creatures  to 
their  proper  end,  at  the  fame  time  preferving  their  na- 
ture and  all  their  natural  properties  entire  and  un- 
touched: and  if  in  thd  courfe  of  his  providence  any 
thing  tranfcend  our  understanding,  we  have  the  mo- 
defty  to  admit  that  God  can  do  more  than  we  can  con- 
ceive, We  have  not  the  infolence  to  pretend,  that  if 
fuch  and  fuch  an  event  mould  happen,  God's  pur- 
pofe  would  have  been  defeated,  Thefe  fentiments 
we  refign  to  the  Ex.  and  his  friends.  We  fay  with 
the  prophet,  "  attingius  a  fine  ufqite  infinem  fortiter 
44  K  fuaviter  omnia  difponens" — Sap.  ch.  viii.  f; 

The  writer  admires  another  frretch  of  the  ExVs. 
fancy  :  he  finds  that  'twas  exprefsly  revealed  that  the? 
Meflias  was  not  only  to  be  Abraham's  race,  but  alfo 
the  fon  of  David,  and  of  all  the  Kings  of  Juda  :  he 
has  not  told  us  by  what  prophet.  'Tis  true  he  fpecifies 
Jacob.  But  Jacob  did  not  fpeak  a  word  of  David  or 
his  family.  His  prophecy  is  applicable  to  the  whole 
tribe  of  Juda.  And  St.  Luke,  who  ought  to  know 
fomething  of  the  matter,  was  fo  far  from  thinking  that 
the  Meffias  ought  to  have  been  fon  to  all  the  Kings  of 
Juda,  that  he  has  not  placed  one  of  them  in  the  gene- 
alogy from  David  down  to  Eli,  who  was  father  to  the 
Blelfed  Virgin,  and  the  only  father  which  J.  C.  could 
have  on  earth.  St  Matthew  does ;  but  he  gives  the 
genealogy  of  St,  Jofeph,  not  of  the  Blefled  Virgin ; 
*twa$  enough  for  his  purpofc  to  fhew  that  he  was  of* 

the 
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thehdufeof  David,  ,which  appeared  from  her  being  of 
the  fame  tribe  and  family  with  Jofeph.  That  St.  Luke 
gave  the  true  genealogy  of  the  M'emas,  feem*  clear 
from  his  manner  of  fpeaking  :  he  omits  the  article  ton 
before  Jofeph,  and  places  it  before  Eii,  and  thence  up 
to  Nathan,  fbn  of  David. 

After  having  given  thefe  irrefiftible  proofs  of  his 
de~p  (kill  in  interpreting  the  Scriptures  according  to  his 
eftabliihed  maxim,  fancy,  our  Rev.  Ex.  proceeds  to 
Vindicate  Blackjione,  and  Bracton  :  in  this  he  difplavs 
his  legal  powers  of  chicane :  logical  inferences  are  be- 
neath his  notice.  However  as  it  does  not  appear  that 
Mr.  B.  borrowed  any  principles  from  thefe  lawyers, 
whom  he  neither  approved  nor  cenfured,  the  writer 
palfes  unnoticed  this  part  of  the  ExmVs.  publication. 
He  begs  leave  (imply  to  inform  the  Ex.  that  thefe  de- 
rnocratical  principles,  which  he  fo  liberally  beftows  on 
Mr.  B.  are  not  to  be  found  in  that  gentleman's  Letter 
of  Inftruclion,  whilft  the  raoft  abfolute  democracy  is 
the  profelTed  principle  both  of  the  Ex.  and  his  friend  P. 
if  they  underftand  the  force  of  the  terms  in  which  they 
have  announced  their  political  creed.  Add  to  this  the 
juftificatiori  of  Hilfs,  and  Wiclef  who  were  profeffed 
Levellers.  The  man  who  approves  will  practice,  if 
the  opportunity  offers. 

The  Ex.  comes  next  to  examine  that  part  of  Mr. 
B's  Letter  of  Inftru&ion,  which  treats  of  political 
power,  and  expreffes  his  furprife  at  Mr.  Burkes  at- 
tempting to  (hew  that  all  temporal  jurifdiciion  is  vef- 
ted  in  the  King,  by  denying  that  he  has  any  fpiritual 
authority,  power  or  jurifdiciion  whatever.  The  wri- 
er is  not  lefs  furprized  that  this  Rev.  Ex.  knowing 
there  were  a  1000  copies  of  that  Letter  of  Inftruelion 
publiflied,  each  containing  a  direct  and  authentic  con- 
tradiction to  this  ftatement,  would  permit  prejudice  and 
party  fpirit  to  warp  his  uiiderftaridihg  to  the  ruin  of  his 
reputation,  without  even  a  chance  of  irnpolmg  on  the 
credulity  of  the  public.    Mr.  B.  had  (hewn  that  all  po- 
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litical  power  is  from  ..God,  the  author  of  fociety,  and 
conferred  by  the  miniflry  of  the  people;  and  that  he 
has  fhewn  on  foliJ  principles*  He  has  alfo  fhewn 
Spiritual  Powers  are  from  J.  C.  founder  of  the  Church, 
conferred  by  him  immediately,  not  to  King's  or  Magi- 
strates, but  to  his  Apoflles,  and  from  them  derived  to 
their  fucceffors  in  office.  This  laft  queftion  the  Ex. 
carefully  avoids,  and  by  a  grofs  mifreprefentation  di- 
verts the  attention  of  his  readers  to  a  different  object. 

As  a  compleat  reply  to  Mr.  B's  afTertion,  that  no 
temporal  Prince  as  Inch  pofTeffes  any  fpiritual  autho- 
rity or  jurifdiction,  the  Ex.  fays  that  affertion  is  contra- 
dicted by  the  law  of  the  land,  which  declares  the  King, 
fupreme  head  of  the  Church  of  England.  This  com- 
pleat anf  wer  happens  to  be  no  anfwer  at  all,  and  leaves 
the  queftion  in  Jlatu  quo.  Mr.  B's  affertion  was  a  lo- 
gical inference  from  principles  manifeftly  true,  the 
force  of  which  is  not  to  be  eluded.  The  writer  does 
not  cenfure  the  Ex.  for  adducing  an  act  of  parliament 
to  filence  reafon  ;  as  every  other  evafion  was  precluded. 
However  he  humbly  preiumes  that  'twould  have  been 
more  philofophical,  more  confident  with  the  character 
of  a  fcholar,  to  attempt  a  refutation  of  that  inference 
by  fair  reafoning.  This  might  have  been  done  by 
Hie  wing  that  the  principles  affumed  were  not  ftrictly 
true,  or  that  the  inference  was  not  logically  deduced. 
To  have  tecourfe  to  an  act  of  parliament  is  ingenuous- 
ly to  acknowledge  the  infufficiencv  of  logical  reafonin£, 
to  invalidate  a  preffing  argument,  the  truth  of  which 
is  obvious  to  the  meaneft  capacity.  To  this  may  be  ad- 
ded, that  the  act  of  parliament  adduced  is  not  a  contra- 
diction to  the  inference  ftated  in  Mr.  B's  Letter  of  In- 
itruclion,  p.  c29.  The  inference  is  thus  ftated :  "  it 
"  follows  of  courfe  that  no  temporal  Prince  as  fuck 
"  can  poflels  any  fpiritual  powers,  authority,  or  jurif- 
u  diction."  The  law  of  England  declares  the  King 
head  of  the  Church,  not  in  his  temporal,  but  in  his  ec- 
eiefiaftical  capacity.    Mr.  B.  never  denied  the  King  to 
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fee  Supreme  Head  of  the  Church  of  England  as  by  law 
eftablilhed,  on  the  contrary  he  afferts  it,  and  fo  do  all  well 
informed  Catholics.  From  this  principle,  which  the  wri- 
ter thinks  inconteftibly  true,  inferences  are  drawn,  which 
require  more  logical  powers  than  nature  feems  to  have 
bellowed  on  this  Rev.  Ex.  and  his  powerful  ally.  The 
writer,  whilfl  he  thus  publicly  declares,  that  in  his  opi- 
nion the  King  is  fole  and  iupreme  head  of  the  Church 
of  England  as  by  law  ellablilhed,  begs  leave  to  ftate 
the  reafons  why  Catholics  do  not  believe  that  any  tem- 
poral Prince  as  fuch  is  or  can  be  head  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  or  of  any  parcel,  part,  or  portion  of  it.  They 
lay  that,  admitting  a  temporal  Prince  to  pofiefs  a  fpiri- 
tlial  jurisdiction,  it  can  extend  no  farther  than  his  tem- 
poral jurifdiclion,  becaufe  'tis  fubordinate  to  it,  and  de- 
pendent on  it ;  'tis  therefore  of  all  neceffity  confined 
within  the  limits  of  his  dominions  :  the  Catholic 
Church  is  not  confined  within  the  dominions  of  any 
Prince :  "  the  Saviour  ordered  his  Apoftles  to  teach 
"  all  nations," — Matt.  all.  "  And  it  was  faid  to  Abra- 
"  ham,  that  in  his  feed  all  nations  Ihould  be  blefled." 
Gen.  xxvii.  4.  'Tis  therefore  evident  as  the  fun  at 
mid-day  that  no  temporal  Prince  as  fuch  can  be  head  of 
the  Catholic  Church:  the  head  muft  have  fome  authority 
over  the  members ;  beyond  the  limits  of  his  dominions, 
no  temporal  prince  has,  or  pretends  to  have,  any  au- 
thority whatfoever. — In  the  next  place,  Catholics  fay, 
that  no  temporal  Prince  as  fuch,  can  be  head  of  any 
parcel,  part,  or  portion  of  the  Catholic  Churchy  The 
reafon  which  they  offer  is  fimple  and  conclufive — in 
the  writers  humble  opinion,  it  bears  no  reply  :  the  head 
and  body,  lay  they,  compole  the  individual  in  the  po- 
litical and  moral  order  is  well  as  in  the  natural ;  an  in- 
dividual, as  an  entire  and  diftinft  who!e>  not  a  part  or 
portion  of  any  other  :  thus  a  head  united  to  a  leg,  would 
be  a  monftrous  production,  but  not  a  part  of  another 
individual.  If  this  reafoning  be  not  concltifive,  the 
JRev.  Ex.  or  his  friend  will  eafil  v  detect  the  fallacy  the 
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writer  is  not  able  to  difcover  it,  and  wiflies  to  be  in- 
formed. 

The  Rev.  E:;.  at  length  engages  in  a  religious  con- 
troverfy.  His  fir  ft  ftatementis  unfair  and  injudicious. 
Controverfy  does  not  feem  to  be  his  favourite  ftudy. 
Won  omnia  pojfumus  om?ics,  but  fomething  muft  be 
{zid—Scribimus  hidocii  doctique  poemata  passim. 

"  The  fpiritual  powers,"  fays  he,  p.  40.  "  which 
"  Mr.  B.  denies  to  the  King,  he  has  transferred  to  the 
"  Pope  as  fucceffor  of  St.  Peter"  The  Pope  has 
therefore  ufurped  the  King's  fpiritual  powers  !  not  the 
powers  which  Parliament  had  conferred  on  the  King 
iurely  ?  the  Pope  exereiied  thefe  fpiritual  powers  be- 
fore there  was  a  Parliament  in  England.  Will  the 
Rev.  Ex.  condefcend  to  inform  us  by  what  means  the 
Parliament  was  invefted  by  thefe  fpiritual  powers  ? 
was  it  by  Aft  of  Parliament  ?  if  fo,  the  Parliament 
mull  have  given  itfelf  a  power,  which  it  did  not  ori- 
ginally poffefs  ;  this  to  a  plain  man  has  all  the  appear- 
ance of  an  unwarranted  affumption.  Was  this  fpiritu- 
al power  vefted  in  the  Parliament  by  J.  C.  the  founder 
of  the  Chriftian  Church,  the  lource  and  fountain  of  all 
fpiritual  authority  ?  Be  that  as  it  may,  Mr.  B.  did  not 
enquire  who  was  St.  Peter's  iucceffor,  yet  the  writer 
is  willing  to  admit  that  the  Pope  is  in  fact  the  rightful 
fucceffor  to  that  Apoftle.  And  he  ventures  to  allure 
the  Rev.  Ex.  that  Catholics  are  of  that  obftinate  difpo- 
fition,  that  nothing  lefs  than  an  Acl  of  Parliament  to 
deprive  them  of  the  firft  elements  of  common  fenfe,  can 
ever  induce  them  to  believe  that  any  temporal  Prince  is 
fucceffor  to  St.  Peter,  or  that  any  human  legiflature  can 
inveft  a  Prince  with  the  fpiritual  powers,  which  J.  C. 
communicated  lo  his  Apoftles,  and  by  their  miniftry  to 
their  iuccdTors  in  office.  He  at  the  fame  time  affures 
him  that  there  are  no  men  living,  who  have  a  higher 
re{pc£t  for  their  Prince;  a  more  deep  fenfe  of  grati- 
tude for  the  many  (ignal  favours,  which  his  prefent 
Majeftv  has  been  gracioufly  pleafed  to  extend  to  them,, 
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or  who  are  more  amenable  to  the  laws,  than  the  Ca- 
tholics of  the  United  Kingdom:  their  invariable  maxim 
is,  to  fear  God,  and  honor  the  King. 

"  Mr.  B."  fays  the  Rev.  Ex.  p.  40.  "  has  transfer- 
"  red  the  fpiritual  power  from  the  King  to  the  Pope,  as 
"  fuccefTor  to  St.  Peter,  and  with  a  iuperlative  omni- 

potence,  which  no  civil  government  certainly  ever 
"  laid  claim  to."  The  writer  wifhes  to  know  on  what 
principle  a  civil  government  lays  claim  to  a  fpiritual 
authority  ?  civil  courts,  and  fpiritual  courts,  as  well  as 
the  powers  which  they  poffelTed  and,,exercifed,  have 
been  at  all  times,  and  in  all  civilized  countries,  contra- 
diftinguiflied. — The  heathens  knew  the  diftinfiion.  Is 
this  fpiritual  authority  vefted  in  all  civil  Governments, 
or  in  fome  highly  favoured  Governments  exclufively? 
if  in  fome  only,  why  not  in  others  of  the  fame  form  ? 
whence  the  difference  ?  does  the  Divan  in  Conftanti- 
nople  poffefs  this  fpiritual  authority  ?  the  Dey  of  Al- 
giers, or  the  Emperor  of  Perfia  ?  does  the  King  of 
Spain,  or  the  Emperor  of  Germany  ?  it  muft  be  a- 
mongft  thefe  latent  powers  which  elcaped  the  penetra- 
ting eye  of  St.  Paul.  We  don't  find  that  he  or  any  of 
his  fellow  apoftles  applied  to  the  civil  Government 
for  their  miflion ;  nor  had  any  one  of  the  primitive 
Paftors  recourfe  to  the  Roman  Senate  for  authority  to 
preach  and  adminifter  the  facraments. 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Cochran  pretends,  that  to  deny  this 
fpititual  power  to  the  crown,  incurs  the  penalties  of  a 
prczmunire.  With  fubrniffion  to  more  intelligent  men, 
the  writer  imagines  that  Mr.C.  miftakes  the  law  :  the 
non-conformifts  fubferibe  the  oath  of  fupremacy,  tho' 
they  do  not  believe  any  fpiritual  authority  to  be  vefted 
in  the  civil  magiftrate  :  this  practice  they  foun^i  on 
Queen  Elizabeth's  explication  of  her  injunctions  to  her 
vilitors :  "  That  no  more  was  intended  than  that  her 
M  Majefty  under  God,  had  the  fovereignty  and  rule 
*'  over  all  perfons  born  in  her  realm,  either  ecclefiaftic- 
V  al  or  temporal,  fo  as  no  foreign  power  had  or  ought 
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c*  to  have  any  authority  over  them." — Neal^  ch.  4.  p. 
133. — "  this,"  continues  Neal,  "  They  take  to  be  the 
"  natural  right  of  all  fbvereign  princes  in  their  domini- 
**  ons,  though  there  had  been  no  ftatute  law  for  it." 
The  Queen  in  her   injundtions  exprefsly  declared, 
"  that  fhe  did  not,  nor  would  Hie  ever  challenge  any 
"  authority  and  power  to  minifter  divine  fervice  in  the 
"  church,  nor  would  me  ever  challenge  any  other  au- 
"  thority,  than  her  predeceffors,  King  Henry  VIII.  and 
"  Edward  -VI.  tiled." — Neal,  ibidem.    King  Henry 
the  VHIth.  in  his  letter  to  the  convocation  at  York,  af- 
fures  them,  "  that  he  claimed  nothing  more  by  the  fu- 
"  premacy  than  what  chriftian  Princes  in  the  primitive 
"  times  affumed  to  themfelves  in  their  own  dominions." 
Chriftian  Princes  at  all  times  claimed  the  right  of  go- 
verning ecclefiaftics-  as  well  as  lay  men ;  they  never 
claimed  any  fpiritual  authority,  and  from  thefe  decla- 
rations of  King  Henry  and  Queen  Elizabeth,  it  ap- 
pears that  no  Tuch  claim  is  made  in  England.  Thus 
the  non-conformifts  underftand  it,  and  the  writer  is 
inclined  to  believe  that  'tis  underftood  in  the  fame  fenfe 
by  the  King's  judges.    If  that  menacing  writer  be  al- 
lowed to  direct  the  magiftrates,  we  may  expe6i  an  ex- 
tenfive  application  of  penal  ftatutes. 

It's  amufing  to  hear  that  fhe  Pope,  as  Melancton 
calls  her,  Elizabeth,  directing  her  ecclefiaftical  vifitors, 
and  protefting  that  fhe  did  not  intend  to  minifter  divine 
fervice  in  perfon;  perhaps  lhe  hadfeen  St.  Paul's  pro- 
hibition againft  the  prattling  of  women  in  the  church, 
and  thought  the  omnipotence  of  Parliament  could  not 
change  her  fex. 

This  Ex.  ftates  that  there  are  but  two  diftinft  claf- 
fes  of  Chriftians,  who  differ  from  each  other  in  ef- 
fential  points,  thefe  are  the  Proteftants  and  the  Pa- 
pifts.  Does  this  learned  Exm.  include  amongft 
Proteftants  the  Neftorians,  the  Eutychians,  the  mo- 
dern Greeks,  the  Janfenifts?  they  are  Chriftians, 
and  not  Papifts  :  for  thev  moft  cordiallv  hate  the 
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Pope ;  they  are  not  Proteftants  :  for  they  celebrate 
Mafs  and  adminifter  all  the  other  Sacraments ;  they 
believe  in  tranfubftantiation,  invoke  the  Saints  and  An- 
gels, celebrate  their  feftivals,  obferve  the  fad  of  Lent 
and  abftain  from  flefh  on  certain  days  ;  they  offer  up 
prayers  and  fupplications  for  departed  fouls,  and  what's 
conclufive ;  they  have  folemnly  condemned  the  doftrine 
contained  in  the  confeffion  of  Au/burg  :  when  that 
confeffion  was  fent  to  the  Patriarch  of  Conftantinople, 
by  the  difciples  of  the  reformation  for  the  approbation 
of  the  oriental  Churches,  they  feverely  cenfured  it  :  in 
the  10th  Chapter  of  that  cenfure  the  Eaftern  prelates 
teach  that  dodtrine  of  tranfubftantiation  as  we  Ro- 
maniftsdo,  "  multa  in  pac  parte  de  vobis  (the  Authors 
"  of  the  confeffion)  refcruntur,  quae  nobis  nullo  pacto 
"  probari  poffunt :  Ecclefue  igitur  fane  to.  Mud  ju~ 
u  dieium  eji,  in  facrd  Ctznd  poft  Confecratimens  8C 
"  bene  die  tionem,  panem  in  Mud  ipfum  Corpus  /.  C.  vr- 
"  num  autem  in  ilium  Sanguinem  virtute  Spiritus  fancti 
"  tranfire  ac  permutari"  The  Ex.  does  not  feem  to 
have  made  church  hiftory  any  part  of  his  jftudies  :  he 
has  perhaps  adopted  Doftor  Bannijlers  advice  to  the 
ftudents  of  the  Univerfity.  This  zealous  Paftor  di- 
re£ts  the  ftirdents  to  read  the  heathen  poets  and  philo- 
fbphers  in  the  firft  place,  and  from  the  heathen  poets  he 
transfers  his  young  divine  to  Do&or  Cudicort,  againft 
Materialifniy  and  Mr.  Jortin,  on  ecclefiaftical  hiftory ; 
of  the  latter  he  fays,  that  he's  rather  fevere  on  the  fa- 
thers :  that  is,  on  all  the  paftors,  whom  Chrift  had  gi- 
ven to  his  church  from  the  Apoftle's  days,  to  the.  be- 
ginning of  the  feventeenth  century  ;  thefe  men,  (o  emi- 
nent for  fenfe,  fcience,  and  fanftity,  whom  the  Catho- 
lic world  rever'd.  'Tis  true  they  were  not  proteftants  ; 
the^Saxon  monk  had  not  yet  enlightened  the  hernif- 
phere  of  religion ;  nor  had  the  people  yet  learned  to 
believe  that  apoftates,  regardlefs  of  vows  and  oaths, 
fhaking  off"  all  the  reftraints  of  religion,  and  fubftituting 
a  liberty,  or  rather  licentioufbefs,  which  would  have 
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done  honor  to  the  invention  of  the  celebrated  Epicu- 
rus* were  the  true  difciples  of  that  God  who  faid, 
"  if  any  man  will  come  after  me,  let  him  deny  himfelf, 
u  take  up  his  crofs  and  follow  me." — Matt.  xvi.  c24. — - 
But  yet  the  Jitftin%  the  Gregory  s  the  Bafils,  the 
Chryfojioms,  the  Auftins,  the  Jeromes,  the  Bernards, 
afford  fome  inftrudrion ;  they  taught  the  morality  of  the 
Gofpel  as  well  as  the  heathen  poets  and  philofophers, 
of  whom  St.  Paul  draws  not  the  moft  flattering  picture 
in  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  "  being  filled  with  all  ini- 
"  quity,  malice,  fornication,  covetoufnefs,  wickednefs, 
"  full  of  envy,  murder,  contention,  deceit,  malignity, 
"  whifperers,  detra6lers,  hateful  to  God,  contumelious, 
"  proud,  haughty,  inventors  of  evil  things,  difobedient 
46  to  parents,  foolifh,  diflolute,  without  affection,  with- 
?  out  fidelity,  without  mercy." — ch.  1.  29.  The  firfi 
outlines  of  the  pi6kire  are  omitted  ;  they  are  not  lefs 
expreffive  of  the  genuine  character  of  thefe  authors  in 
whofe  works  our  young  divines  are  advifed  to  ftudy  the 
morality  of  the  Gofpel.  We  find  no  fuch  morality 
taught  by  the  fathers  whom  Jortin  cenfures:  and  to 
whom  compared  Jortin  may  pafs  for  an  ape.  Why 
not  refer  the  ftuderit  to  Eufebius  of  Ca^farea,  the  fa- 
ther of  church  hiftory,  who  lived  in  the  latter  end  of 
the  third  century,  and  beginning  of  the  fourth  ?  why 
not  to  Theodoret  of  Cyrus,  whofe  hiftory  commenced 
with  the  herefy  of  Arms,  and  comprifed  the  tranfac- 
tions  of  105  years,  as  he  himfelffays  doling  the  work, 
and  deliring  the  prayers  of  his  readers  as  the  reward  of 
his  labours  ?  thefe  writers  were  Papifts,  true;  popery 
was  then  in  fafhion;  there  were  no  Jortins,  nor  UEn- 
fants ;  yet  'tis  from  thefe  early  writers  we  muft  learn 
the  hiflory  of  the  Church  in  its  firft  eftablifhment  and 
iucceeding  ftages,  not  in  the  groundlefs  conjectures  of 
modern  Icribblers. 

The    writer  refers   the  reader  to  thefe  Greeks, 
pa'ffiiig  unnoticed  all    later   writers,    both  Greeks 
and  Latins  :  the  man  muft  have  his  face  double- 
plated 
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plated  with  brafs,  who  difputes  the  univerfai  efta- 
bliihmentof  popery,  as  the  Catholic  doctrine  is  called 
from  the  days  of  Theodorct>  to  the  beginning  of  the  re- 
formation, that  is  from  the  5th  century  to  the  16th. 

The  effential  difference  between  Protectants  and 
Papifts,  lays  the  Ex.  is  this,  "  that  all  Proteftants  ac- 
"  knowledge  no  other  rule  of  faith  and  doctrine  than 
"the  Holy  Sciiptures."  The  antithefis  would  have 
been,  and  Papifts  acknowledge  feme  other  rule  of 
faith.  Our  Rev.  Ex.  on  fbme  principle  of  realoning 
not  known  to  philofophers,  introduces  the  Pope,  and 
under  him  the  Popifh  Clergy,  whom,  fays  he,  R.  C. 
hold  to  be  the  reprefentatives  of  God  and  of  J.  C.  and 
confequently  that  their  authority  is  equally  a  rule  of 
faith  and  doctrine  with  the  Holy  Scriptures.  The 
writer  begs  leave  to  afliire  this  Rev.  Ex.  and  his 
powerful  ally,  that  when  we  Papifts  undertake  to 
write,  we  previoufly  endeavour  to  know  lbmething  of 
the  fubject  matter  ;  we  never  venture  to  mifrepreient 
the  principles  of  our  opponents  :  the  caufe  is  defence- 
lefs  which  has  recourfe  to  mifrepreientation  for  fitpport. 
This  Ex.  mifreprefents,  not  his  own  :  for  he  does  not 
feem  to  have  any  fixed  principle,  but  the  principles  of 
the  eftablimed  Church  of  England,  of  which  thro'  fome 
ftrange  fatality,  he  profeiTes  himfelf  a  member  for  this 
fimple  reafon,  that 'tis  theeftabhthed  Church,  accord- 
ing to  the  principle  which  he  lays  clown,  he  would  be- 
lieve in  the  inamiftability  of  grace  at  Geneva,  in  con- 
fubftantiation  at  Wirtemberg,  in  tranfubftantiation  at 
Rome  or  Paris.  The  principles  which  he  lends  us 
Catholics  will  be  examined  hereafter. 

Amongft  Proteftants,  fays  he,  p.  42,  *'  there  is  no 
"  difference  as  to  what  is  the  general  rule  of  faith  and 
14  doctrine,"  after  a  few  lines  he  adds,  "  in  chooinig 
44  therefore  between  the  different  Proteftant  perfuafions, 
"  a  man  may  confult,  his  own  fancy  and  caprice  his  ha- 
"  bits  or  his  prejudices." 

Thus  our  Ex.  introduces  a  new  rule  of  faith,  that  is, 
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the  fancy ',  the  caprice,  the  or  prejudict  of  each  in- 
dividual. If,  as  is  pretended,  the  Scriptures  be  the 
fo'le  rule  of  faith,  'tis  the  fenfe,  not  the  found  of  the 
Scriptures,  which  muft  betaken  for  fuch  rule.  To 
this  the  Rev.  Ex.  fubftitutes  the  fancy,  the  caprice, 
the  habit,  the  prejudice  of  the  reader.  His  faith  there* 
fore,  is  not  founded  on  the  Scriptures,  but  on  his  own 
fancied  ienfe  of  the  Scriptures,  which  manifeftly  is  not 
Scripture.  Hence  in  (lead  of  a  rule  of  faith,  our  Ex. 
afligiis  a  manifeft  feurce  of  infidelity, 

"  The  diftinclion  of  the  different  feels  of  Protectants 
"  arifes  merely  upon  the  conftruclion  of  the  fame  law, 
u  which  produces  a  difference  of  opinion  either  upon 
ic  the  meer  external  forms  of  Religion,  or  upon  meer 
"  fpeculative  points  of  little  importance,  to  the  fub- 
"  fiance  of  Chriftianity."    By  this  the  Ex.  admits  that 
the  Scriptures  are  full  of  obfeurity :  for  that  law  upon 
which  conff  ruclions  arife  lb  widely  different,  as  to 
form  numerous  lecls  of  Proteftants,  (they  are  his  words) 
muft  be  involved  in  obfeurity.    It  cannot  therefore  be 
a  lole  rule  of  faith  :  for  faith  is  not  to  be  confounded 
with  opinion.    Faith  is  an  alfent  of  the  underftanding 
to  revealed  truths,  founded  on  infallible  authority,  con- 
fequcntly  infallible  and  invariable,  opinion  proceeds 
from  a  preference  given  to  a  motive  thought  more  pro- 
bable than  its  oppofite,  and  leaves  the  mind  in  a 
iiucluating  ftate.    From  the  inquifitive  nature  of  man, 
opinions  are  continually  changing,  hence  thefe  varia- 
tions in  faith  and  doclrine,fb  numerous  and  confpicuous 
in  all  the  different  feels,  who  from  the  firft  eflablifh- 
meat  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  have  at  different  times 
withdrawn  their  obedience  from  the  Pallors  then  in  be- 
ing, fubftituting  their  o\vn  opinions  to  the  faith  receiv- 
ed from  the  Apoftles,  contrary  to  that  exprefs  com- 
mand of  the  Apoftle  Paul  to  Timothy,  "  O  Timothy 
"  prefcrve  the-depofijte,  avoiding  prophane  novelties," 
i  r  as  it  is  in  the  original  64  las  bebclous  kenophonias" 
not  initiated  empti/  founds.  Ep.  L  Tfiftti  vi,  C2Q. 
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That  this  Ex,  mifreprelents  the  avowed  principles 
of  the  eftabliihed  Church  of  England,  and  of  all  other 
reformed  Churches,  is  manifeft  beyond  a  contradiction  : 
the  a£l  of  feparation  of  any  reformed  Church  from  all 
others,  is  not  juftifiable  but  in  the  fuppolition  of  ibme 
fundamental  error  taught  in  thefe  Churches,  with 
which  they  refufe  to  join  in  communion  :  for  to  make 
a  feceffion  or  form  a  particular  feci  is,  if  we  believe 
St.  Paul,  one  of  thele  crimes  which  exclude  from  Sal- 
vation :  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  the  Apoille 
clafTes  fecefsioas  and  feels,  dichostajiai  kai  hairefeis, 
with  Idolatry  and  witchcraft,  and  concludes  that 
"  they  who  do  thele  things  will  not  inherit  the  King- 
"  dom  of  God."  Ch.  v.  20. 

The  Wn  imagines  that  'twas  on  the  authority  ofSt. 
Paul,  that  the  framers  of  the  thirty  nine  articles  com- 
poled  the  18th,  in  thefe  words  "  they  alio  are  to  be 
M  held  acciirfed,  that  prefume  to  lay,  that  every  man 
"  fhall  be  laved  by  the  law  or  fe6i  which  he  profefles, 
"  lb  that  he  be  diligent  to  form  his  life  according  to 
"  that  law,  and  the  light  of  nature  :  for  Holv  Scriptures 
"  doch  let  out  unto  us  only  the  name  of  J.  C.  whereby 
u  men  muft  be  laved.  'Tis  by  faith,  not  by  opinion, 
H  that  J.  C.  dwells  in  our  hearts."  Eph.  iii.  7.'"  By  faith 
"we  are  juftified,"  Rom.  v.  1.  not  by  wavering 
opinion  founded  on  fancy  or  prejudice. 

The  viii.  article  is  not  lels  explicit :  in  it  we  read, 
that  the  Creed  called  of  Athunafius,  ought  thoroughly 
to  be  received  and  believed.  It  runs  thus  :  "  whoio- 
"  ever  will  be  faved  before  all  things,  it  is  necelfiry 
"  that  he  hold  the  catholic  faith,  which  faith  except 
"  every  one  do  keep  whole  and  undefined,  without 
"  doubt  he  fhall  perifh  everlaftingly."  Catholic,  that 
is  univerlal  faith,  is  let  in  contradilrincrion  to  particu- 
lar opinions,  and  thefe  who  hold  luch  opinions  are  ex- 
cluded from  Salvation. 

Add  to  this,  that  in  the  fynod  of  Dort,  this  dofiriilc 
was  publicly  purpofed  and  notcenfured.    "  it  remains 
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"  to  look  out  for  remedies  to  this  difagreement  in  re- 

"  ligon." — the  firft —  another  figment  akin 

to  this  is,  "  that  every  (Christian)  may  hefaved  in  his 
*4  own  religion.  But  this  to  one  evil  introduces  ano- 
**  ther  more  nocent,  namely,  the  certain  ruin  of  thofc 
"  involved  in  error,  inasmuch  as  this  opinion  renders 
%i  the  error  incurable,  as  none  will  care  to  lay  it  down 
4<  or  amend  it." — Ora.  de  Com.  Reli.  dissidiis. 

The  Puritans  feparated  thernlelves  from  the  efta- 
bliflied Church  of  England,  not  for  a  meer  difference 
of  opinion,  but  for  an  abfolute  difagreement  in  the  doc- 
trines of  faith. — "  The  controveriy  with  the  Puritans 
u  had  but  a  fmall  beginning,  viz.  the  improving  of  the 
"  Papifts  habits,  and  a  few  indifferent  ceremonies,  but 
it  opened  by  degrees  into  a  reformation  of  difcipline, 
*"*  which  all  confeffcd,  was  wanting  at  laft,  the  very 
M  doctrines  of  faith  were  debated." — Neal,  ch.  8.  p. 
594.  "  The  violence  of  perfecution  drove  fome  of 
M  them  (Puritans)  into  the  extreme  of  Brozunifm, 
*<  which  divided  the  Puritans,  and  gave  rife  to  a  new 
u  controverfy  concerning  the  neceflity  of  a  feparation 
M  from  the  eftabliflied  Church." — ibid  p.  595. 

Ina  word,  the  Puritans  never  would  have  feparated 
thernlelves  from  the  eftabliflied  Church  of  England,  if 
they  did  not  think  tome  do&rines  in  that  Church  in- 
coniiftent  with  faith,  and  confequently  with  falvation  ; 
nor  would  the  Lutherans  have  feparated  themfelves 
from  the  Catholic  Church,  which  in  Luther  s  early 
days  was  the  eftabliflied  Church  in  all  the  kingdoms 
and  ftates  of  Europe,  but  under  pretence  of  funda- 
mental errors  being  taught  in  that  Church,  fo  true  it  is 
that  this  alone  can  juftify  the  feparation  of  any  refor- 
med Church  from  all  other  Churches. 

When  then  our  Ex.  thus  extends  falvation  indiftincl- 
Jyand  indifcriminately  to  all  difcriptions  of  Proteftants, 
he  fubftitutes  his  private  opinion  to  the  authentic  doc- 
trine of  the  eftabliflied  Church,  which  exprelsly  ex- 
&hides  frpm  the  ordinary  poffibility  of  lalvation  ail  who 
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arc  not  of  her  communion ;  and  in  this  fhe  agrees  with 
all  churches  which  have  an  eflablifhed  code  of  doc- 
trine. 

The  extraordinary  poffibility  of  falvation  to  thefe  who 
are  not  actually  of  her  communion,  is  admitted  by  the 
R.  C.  Church:  'tis  a  Catholic  maxim,  that  they,  who 
feek  the  truth,  difpofed  to  believe  it  if  clearly  propofed, 
are  not  numbered  amongft  feclaries,  though  they  may 
be  actually  in  the  public  communion  of  forne  feparate 
Church.  'Tis  alio  certain  that  invincible  neceffity, 
and  invincible  ignorance,  exeufe  even  fundamental  er- 
rors ;  and  St.  Thomas  of  Aquin,  from  a  decorous  fit- 
neis  of  divine  mercy,  extends  this  extraordinary  poffi-> 
bihty  of  falvation  even  to  infidels. 

From  the  remarkable  inaccuracy  of  his  ftatements, 
it  appears  that  this  Rev.  Ex.  is  himfelf  grofsly  decei- 
ved, or  that  he  intentionally  deceives  his  readers : 
"  there  is  no  denomination  of  Froteftants  who  do  not 
"  candidly  admit  that  falvation  may  be  obtained  many 
u  other  Proteftarft  feci."  fays  he.  This  muft  be  un- 
dei  flood  of  the  ordinary  poffibilky  of  falvation  admitted 
by  the  code  of  doctrine  in  that  feci,  which  is  not  only 
incorrect,  but  a  glaring  abfurdity.  Why  fo  ?  becaule 
that  feci  would  thereby  condemn  itfelf  of  the  guilt  of 
fchiim  without  caulc,  and  exclude  itfelf  and  all  its 
members  from  lalvation,  according  to  the  doclrine  of 
St.  Paul. 

To  this  our  Rev.  Ex,  adds  a  greater  inaccuracy, 
which  may  proceed  from  a  total  ignorance  of  that  doc- 
trine which  he  pretends  to  examine  : — "  'tis  one  of  the 
"  Popifh  doclrines,"  fays  he,  "  that  falvation  cannot 
"  be  obtained  out  of  the  pale  of  the  Romifh  Church.'4 
If  he  had  been  converfant  with  our  doclrine,  and  pof- 
fefled  of  a  little  candour,  he  would  have  ftated  it  as  we 
do,  thus — 'tis  an  article  of  Catholic  doclrine,  "  that 
44  without  the  pale  of  the  Church  of  Chrift  there  is  no 
"  falvation."  A  truth  manifeil  on  the  Ample  expofi- 
tion  ;  which  no  Chriftian  ever  denied.    We  add  that 
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the  Catholic  Church,  in  communion  with  the  See  of 
Rome,  acknowledging  the  fpiritual  jurifdiclion  of  St. 
Peter  in  his  fucceflor,  is  that  vilible  Church,  which 
Ghrift  inftituted  ;  and  that  in  it  exclufively  is  found  the 
ordinary  -possibility  of  falvation :  becaufe  in  it  are  found 
exclufively  the  ordinary  means  for  attaining  that  end, 
that  is  a  lawful  fucceffion  of  Paftors  teaching  and  ad- 
miniftering  the  facraments  according  to  the  exprefs 
promile  of  J.  C.  "  behold  all  power  is  given  to  me  .  .  . 

"  go  teach  all  nations  baptizing  them  I  am 

46  with  you  till  the  coniummation." — Matth.  ult. 

We  don't  pretend  to  confine  the  mercy  of  J.  C.  to 
the  ordinary  means  thus  inftituted,  and  hence  we  ad- 
oak  an  extraordinary  possibility  of  falvation  to  thole, 
who  are  not  publicly  profeffed  members  of  Chrift's  vi- 
lible Church  ;  whole  enors  may  be  excufed  by  invin- 
cible neceffity, or  invincible  ignorance;  we  extend  this 
extraordinary  pcffibility  of  falvation  yet  farther,  even 
to  thefe,  who  have  obftinately  perfevered  in  error  with- 
out the  excufe  of  invincible  ignorance  or  invincible  ne- 
ceffity :  they  may  be  enlightened  by  fome  extraordi- 
nary grace  in  their  dying  moments,  and  fincerely  de- 
fir  e  to  die  in  the  communion  of  Chrift's  Church,, 
which  we  devoutly  hope  is  the  cafe  of  thoufands  of  our 
dilTenting  brethren.  Hence  we  never  prefume  to 
judge  thefe,  who  die  in  the  public  communion  of  any 
church  feparate  from  ours  :  becaufe  we  know  that  the 
mercy  and  power  of  j.  C.  are  not  confined  to  ordinary 
means,  and  by  fome  extraordinary  grace  he  may  have 
placed  amongft  his  elecT  thofe  whom  we  might  rafhly 
condemn.  If  it  be  afked  why  we  don't  offer  public 
prayers  for  the  deceafed  of  dilTenting  communions  ?  to 
this  we  reply,  that  our  prayers  are  offered  in  general 
for  all,  who  die  in  the  grace  of  Jefus  Chrift  ;  we  don't 
offer  prayers  in  particular  for  any  deceafed  member  of 
a  dilTenting  communion,  in  order  to  deter  the  faithful 
from  a  neglecl:  of  the  ordinary  means  of  falvation. 

If  this  Rev.  Ex.  could  diveft  himfelf  of  that  party 
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ipirit,  which  lb  ftrongty  characterize  the  whole  of  hk 
pretended  examination — he  would  admit  that  we  Ca- 
tholics are  more  liberal  to  aU  defcriptions  of  Protectants 
than  they  are  to  us,  or  to  each  other. 

Tillotfon,  celebrated  for  the  folid  lead  of  his  volumi- 
nous productions,  in  his  Xlth  Sermon,  on  the  hazard 
of  being  faved  in  the  Church  of  Rome,  after  admitting 
that  Papifts,  under  the  influence  of  prejudice  or  invin- 
cible ignorance  upon  general  repentance,  might  find 
mercy,  "  adds,  "  but  for  thofe,  who  had  the  opportu* 
"  nities  of  coming  to  the  knowledge  of  truth,  if  they 
"  continue,  in  the  errors  of  that  church,  or  apoftatize 
"  from  the  truth,  I  think  their  condition  ib  far  from 
"  being  lafe,  that  there  mult  be  extraordinary  favour- 
"  able  cireumftances  in  their  cafe,  to  give  a  man  hope 
"  of  their  falvation."  Thus  one  of  the  great  lights  of 
the  eftablifhed  Church  excludes  by  wholelale  from  the 
ordinary  poflibility  of  falvation,  admitting  merely  a 
diftant  poffibility  ;  and  as  the  errors  with  which  he  ac- 
cufes  Papifts  are  common  to  Greeks,  Syrians,  Arabs, 
Perfians,  Copts,  Armenians,  Chriftians  of  Saint 
Tlwmasy  to  the  whole  Chriftian  world,  then,  (nice, 
and  eight  hundred  years  before,  this  new  luminary 
fends  them  all  in  bulk  to  the  lower  regions.  The 
reader  muft  not  imagine  that  TiLhtfon  s  opinion  was 
not  warranted  by  the  authentic  code  of  the  eftablifhed 
doctrine  :  the  35th  Art.  declares  that  the  Book  of  Ho- 
milies contains  found  doctrine;  in  that:  gain  ft  the  peril 
of  idolatry  we  read:  "the  laity  and  Clergy  learned 
"  and  unlearned  of  all  ages,  feels,  and  degrees,  of  men, 
"  women,  and  children,  of  whole  Chriftendom,  have 
"  been  at  once  drowned  in  abominable  and  damnable 
"  idolatry,  and  that  by  the  fpace  of  800  years  and 
44  more,  to  the  deftruclion  and  fubverfion  of  all  good 
"  religion  univerfallv."  As  idolatry  is  an  actual  fin* 
'tis  not  eafv  to  conceive  how  the  children  were  guilty 
of  it.  Perhaps  the  Homily,  on  the  gifts  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  may  ferve  as  a  corrective  to  this  universally  dam- 
ning 
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ning  Homily.  In  the  latter  we  read,  u  that  the  Ho- 
"  iy  Ghoft, -the  Spirit  of  truth,  has  been,  and  will  be, 
"  always  prefent  with  the  Church,  governing  and  di~ 
"  reeling  to  the  world's  end,  io  that  it  never  has  wanted, 
"  nor  ever  will  want,  while  the  world  endures,  pure 
"  and  found  doctrine — the  facraments  miniftered  ac- 
"  cording  to  thrift's  inftitution,  and  the  right  ufe  of 
<4  ecclefiaftical  difcipline."  The  writer  does  not  un- 
dertake to  reconcile  con  traditions :  Nature  has  not 
blelled  him  with  an  understanding  capable  of  concei- 
ving how  found  and  pure  doctrine  is  reconcileable  with 
abominable  and  damnable  idolatry.  Nor  does  he 
rightly  conceive  how  the  Holy  Ghoft  has  been  govern- 
ing and  directing  a  Church  immerfed  in  abominable 
idolatry* 

Let  us  now  revert  to  the  rule  of  faith  propofed  by 
this  Ex.  "  Proteftants,"  fays  he,  "  acknowledge  no  o- 
"  ther  rule  of  faith  and  doctrine  than  the  Holy  Scrip- 
"  hires."  The  writer  is  willing  to  admit,  that  Prote- 
ftants  acknowledge  no  other  rule  of  faith  ;  but  the 
Rev.  Ex.  muft  alio  admit,  that  in  theory,  the  Scrip- 
tures cannot  be  a  fole  rule  of  faith  ;  that  in  practice 
they  are  not,  have  not  been,  nor  ever  will  be.  This 
pofition  which  lays  the  ax  to  the  root,  is  nearly  an  in- 
tuitive truth.  A  lole  rule  of  faith  muft  extend  to  every 
truth  which  is  of  faith.  For  any  article  of  doctrine  to 
which  it  does  not  extend,  recourfe  muft  be  had  to  fome 
other  rule.  The  Rev.  Ex.  will  have  the  jnodefty  to 
admit,  there  are  fome  doctrinal  truths  which  are  not 
contained  in  the  Scriptures  :  the  ilrft  of  thefe  is,  that 
the  Scriptures  themfelves  are  divinely  infpired,  and 
tranfmitted  to  us  without  interpolation  or  corrup- 
tion. In  no  book  of  the  Scripture  do  we  find  that 
thefe  books  which  we  call  canonical  were  divinely  in- 
fpired, and  if  we  did,  the  difficulty  would  be  only  tranf- 
ferred  to  itfeif :  the  queftion  would  immediately  re- 
cur— on  what  authority  do  we  believe  that  this  book, 
which  makes  the  Scriptures  divinely  infpired,  was  it- 
feif 
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£elf  divinely  infpired.  This  argument  is  from  the  na«- 
ture  of  things  infoluble,  and  precludes  even  the  poffi- 
bility  of  evaiion  :  in  vain  this  Rev.  Ex.  may  refer  to 
the  private  fpirit,  to  a  certain  fenfation,  a  certain  tafte, 
a  certain  fomething  indifcribable.  All  thefe  certain 
things,  are  mod:  certainly  no  part  of  the  Scriptures,  and 
by  having  recourfe  to  them,  he  muft  admit  that  the 
Scriptures  are  not  his  fole  rule  of  faith.  To  this  the 
writer  adds  that  in  practice  the  Scriptures  are  not  the 
rule  of  proteftant  faith ;  the  affertion  he  thinks  incon- 
trovertibly  true,  and  is  convinced  that  every  unpreju- 
diced Proteftant  will  admit  it  Will  it  be  denied  that 
many  Proteftants  are  incapable  of  reading  the  Scrip- 
tures ?  many  incapable  of  inveftigating  the  intended 
fenfe  of  the  facred  writers  ?  many  who  are  Proteftants 
of  one  defcription  in  preference  to  all  others,  but  be- 
caufe  their  parents  are  of  that  particular  denomina- 
tion ?  and,  to  clofe  with  a  peremptory  reafon,  which 
bears  no  reply,  an  immenfe  majority,  who  are  Prote- 
ftants before  they  read  a  line  of  the  Scriptures  ?  will 
any  man  prefume  to  affirm  that  men,  who  cannot  read 
the  Scriptures,  men,  who  do  not  read  the  Scriptures, 
men,  who  if  they  did  read,  cannot  underftand  the 
Scriptures,  or  finally  men,  who  are  already  Proteftants 
before  they  read  the  Scriptures,  take  the  Scriptures  for 
their  fole  rule  of  faith  ?  All  reafoning  is  loft  upon  the 
man  who  would  advance  fo  grofs  an  abfurditv. 

Let  us  hear  the  fentiments  of  fome  Proteftant  di- 
vines :  for  they  too  fpeak  truth  when  not  forced  by 
untenable  principles  to  affirm  inccnfiftencies.  Dofilor 
Fern,  an  eminent  divine,  tells  us,  "  that  the  Scripture 
"  contains  all  things  of  themfelves  necefTary  to  be  he - 
"  lieved  or  done  to  falvation,  not  exprefsly  and  in  fo 
"  many  words,  but  either  fo,  or  elfe  deducible  thence 
"  by  evident  and  fufficient  confequence." — Sect.  c22, 
and  he  afterwards  adds,  "  that  things  thus  neeeffary 
"  are  not  deducible,  all  by  every  one,  that  reads ;  but 
u  it  is  enough  if  done  by  the  Paftgrs,  and  guides,  which 
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"  God  appointed  in  his  Church  "to  that  purpofe,  ufing 
u  the  means,  that  are  needful  to  that  purpofe,  liich  as  is 
"  attention,  and  diligence  in  fearch  of  the  Scriptures, 
"  collation  of  places,  and  obferving  the  connections, 
"  alfo  iincerity  and  impartiality  in  the  collation  or  de* 
"  ductions,  which  they  make,  alfo  prayer  and  devo- 
u  t;on  in  the  work." — Sect.  c26.  This  Doctor  refers 
the  unlearned  Proteftant,  not  to  the  Scriptures,  but  to 
the  Paftors  and  guides,  whom  God  has  appointed  in 
his  Church,  and  not  indifcriminately  to  all,  but  to 
luch  as  ufe  diligence  and  attention  in  fearching  the 
Scriptures,  who  collate  paffages,  obferve  connections 
with  Iincerity  and  impartiality, -and  who  add  prayer  and 
devotion.  The  Doctor  ought  to  have  given  the  un- 
learned  Proteftant  fome  unerring  rule  to  diftinguim  the 
devout  and  diligent  Paftors  from  others,  who  aflume 
the  appearance.  This  unerring  rule,  the  Doctor,  for 
very  obvious  reafons,  has  not  given  ;  he  has  therefore 
left  the  unlearned  Proteftant  in  a  ftate  of  anxious  fuf- 
pence.  To  pais  unnoticed  that  grounlefs  after tion  that 
ail  things  neceflary  to  be  believed  are  contained  in 
the  Scriptures  or  deducible  from  them  ;  for  'tis  abfo- 
lutely  neceflary  to  believe  the  Scriptures  divinely  in- 
fpired,  and  this  truth  is  neither  contained  in  Scripture 
nor  Reducible  from  it  by  any  rule  of  reafoning  as  yet 
known  to  the  world  ;  there  are  many  other  truths  of 
religion  not  contained  in  the  Scriptures,  and  if  they 
were  by  diftant  implication,  the  Doctor  candidly  ad- 
mits that  they  are  not  deducicle  by  a  great  majority  of 
Proteftants. 

Let  us  hear  fome  other  teachers  of  the  reformation,. 
1  \r.  Jurieu,  a  Proteftant  divine  of  great  authority, 
(Ted  by  fome  leading  queftions  fuch  as  theie  :  if  the 
ipture  be  the  ible  rule  of  faith  is  it  neceflary  to  read 
he  canonical  books  ?  is  it  fufficient  to  have  read 
>r  more  of  them  r  if  lb,  which  are  the  books  of 
cure  in  which  all  the  revealed  truths  of  religion 
contained?  thefe  queftions  were  not  eafily  folved ; 
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but  a  mod  unlucky  one  fucceeded,  that  is,  what  is  his 
rule  of  faith,  who  has  neither  read  the  Scriptures  nor 
heard  them  read,  who  juft  begins  to  read  them  ?  is  he 
an  infidel  ?  is  he  a  Chriftian  ?  if  a  Chriftian  the  Scrip- 
ture which  he  neither  read  nor  heard  read  was  not  his 
rule  of  faith.  This  was  amoft  embar raffing  queftion: 
it  left  no  fubterfuge,  no  evafion.  Jurieiis  laft  effort  to 
extricate  himfelf  from  this  infoluble  difficulty,  has  fap- 
ped  the  very  foundation  of  the  much  boafted  reforma- 
tion :  "  the  Chriftian  doctrine  fays  he,  "  taken  in 
"  its  entire  makes  itfelf  felt,  Je  fait  fentir  i  to  make 
"  an  act  of  faith  on  the  Scripture  'tis  not  neceffary  to 
"  have  read  it  ;  'tis  fufficient  to  have  read  a  fummary 
"  of  the  Chriftian  doctrine,  without  entering  into  a 
"  detail :  the  people,  who  have  not  the  Holy  Scripture 
"  may  notwithstanding  be  good  Chriftians.  The  doc- 
"  trine  of  the  Gofpel  makes  the  fimple  feel  its  divinity 
"  independently  on  the  books  in  which  it  is  contained, 
"  though  this  doctrine  be  mixed  with  ufelefs  things, 
"  (inutilities,)  and  fome  things  not  divine,  yet  the  pure 
"  and  heavenly  doctrine  mixed  will  make  itfelf  felt. 
"  Confcience  will  tafte  the  truth,  and  afterwards,  the 
"  believer  will  believe  that  fuch  a  book  is  canonical 
"  becaufe  there  are  truths  in  it  which  touch  him  in  a 
"  word,  the  faith  is  felt  as  heat  near  a  fire,  as  lweet- 
"  nefs  or  bitternefs  in  eating."  ibid.  p.  453,  Sf  seq.  On 
this  principle  of  Jui  ieu,  the  Mahometan  believes  the 
Alcoran  canonical,  and  children  believe  the  fairy  tales, 
there  are  in  them  many  things  which  tickle  their  fan- 
cy.  This  however  is  Jurieus  laft  fhift  to  extricate  him- 
felf from  that  embarrafling  difficulty  in  which  the  fun- 
damental principle  of  the  pretended  reformation  in- 
volved him.  "  All  things  are  to  be  examined,  reguia- 
"  ted,  and  reformed  according  to  the  Scripture." — 5th 
Article. — Conf.  of  Faith. 

Mr.  Claude,  not  lefs  celebrated  than  Jurieu9  rinding 
it  impoffible  to  give  a  fatisfactory  anfwer  to  theie  em- 
barraffins;  queftions  which  had  forced  Jurieu  to  fhift 

G  2  his 


*32 


liis  ground  from  the  Scripture,  to  that  imaginary  Im- 
prelfion  which  revealed  truths  make  on  the  expofition, 
took  refuge  in  the  fame  labyrinth  ; — Def.  de  la  Re.  2  p. 
C.  9.  p.  l296,  SC  Seg.— but  this,  befides  giving  up  the 
fundamental  principle  of  the  reformation,  only  en- 
creafed  his  embarrailment :  for  the  myfterious  truths 
of  religion  not  being  of  the  number  of  thefe,  which  arc 
called  intuitive,  becaufe  they  are  immediately  concei- 
ved when  propofed,  as  the  whole  is  greater  than  a 
part,  muft  be  propofed  by  fome  authority,  or  they  can 
make  no  impreffion  at  all,  and  the  authority  on  which 
thefe  truths  are  propofed  muft  be  infallible  ;  if  not,  the 
aifent  cannot  be  infallible  for  the  aifent  to  truth  can- 
not be  more  infallible  than  the  authority  on  which  'tis 
founded ;  hence  Meffrs.  Jurieu  and  Claude,  muft  of 
all  neceffity  admit  fome  infallible  authority  on  earth 
befides  the  Scriptures ;  which  at  one  ftroke  levels  the 
whole  fabric  of  this  boafted  reformation  with  the  dufh 
In  his  next  edition  'tis  hoped  that  this  Rev.  Ex. 
will  affign  fome  other  rule  of  faith  :  fince  'tis  evident 
to  the  mean  eft  capacity,  that  the  Scriptures  neither  are 
nor  can  be  a  fufficient  rule.  What  advantage  then  re- 
fults  from  the  pofleffion  of  the  Scriptures  ?  the  greateft 
pofiible  :  'tis  affigned  by  St.  Paul ;  every  writing  di- 
46  vinely  infpired  is  ufeful  to  teach,  to  argue,  to  inftrucl, 
"  to  correct  in  juftice,  that  the  man  of  God  may  be 
"  entire  perfectly  prepared  for  every  good  woik." — - 
U  Tim.  iii.  16  &  17. — -Thefe  were  the  ends  for  which 
the  Scriptures  were  written,  and  given  to  the  Church, 
already  compofed  of  Pallors  teaching  and  adminifter- 
ing  (acraments,  and  of  limple  faithful,  who  were 
taught  by  their  Paftors.  Of  thefe  not  one  found  the 
faith,  which  he  then  believed  and  profeffed,  in  the 
Scriptures:  for  this  peremptory  reafon  they  were  not 
yet  written.  The  faithful  received  the  faith  from  their 
jpaftors,  deputed  to  announce  it  by  thefe  whom  Chrift 
had  authorized,  and  from  them  alio  they  received  the 
Scriptures,  when  written ;  and  the  intended  fenfe  of 
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the  mfpircd  waiters.  So  true  it  is,  as  St.  Paul  fays,- 
that  "  faith  is  from  hearing," — Rom.  x.  17. — and  that 
'tis  from  the  Paftors  lawfully  deputed  that  we  are  to 
hear  it :  "  how  will  they  preach,"  fays  the  Apoftle, 
"  if  they  be  not  fent  ?"  ibid,  hence  in  his  epiftle  to  the 
Ephefians,  iv.  11.  he  fays:  "  He  (J.  C.)  gave  feme 
"  Apoftles,  fome  Prophets,  forne  Evangelifts,  fome  Paf- 
"  tors  and  teachers  for  the  augmentation  of  the  Saints 
"  to  the  work  of  the  miniftry,  to  the  edification  of  the 

"  body  of  Chrift  that  we  may  not  be  whirl- 

"  ed  about  by  every  wind  of  doctrine."  The  Apoftle 
informs  us,  in  language  as  ftrong  and  as  plain  as  words 
can  exprefs  it.  That  the  Paftors  given  by  J.  C.  are 
the  lawful  teachers,  who  by  their  miniftry  are  to  col- 
lecl  into  one  body,  all  the  members  of  J.  C  ;  from  them 
therefore,  we  are  to  receive  the  faith ;  elfewhere  we 
feek  it  in  vain.  The  words  of  the  Apoftle  areftrong- 
ly  expreflive  of  the  unity  of  Chrift's  Church  :  "  pros 
"  katartifmon  ton  agi&i"  The  Greek  verb  katertifo 
figniries  to  replace  the  diflocated  members  of  the  bo- 
dy— this  office,  the  Apoftle  aliigns  to  the  Paftors  and 
teachers. 

From  this  fole  rule  of  our  Ex's,  faith,  let  us  revert  to 
that  rule  of  faith,  which  he  has  invented  for  our  ufe. 
'Tis  ftrangethat  thele  Gentlemen,  will  not  permit  us 
to  know  the  doctrine,  which  is  taught  in  our  own 
Schools  and  Churches  ;  that  in  the  face  of  Reclama- 
tion, Truth  and  Conviction,  they  continue  to  ftate  doc- 
trinal decifions  for  us,  of  which  we  do  not  believe  a 
Iyllable  :  R.  C.  lays,  the  Ex.  p.  41.  "  hold  the  Pope, 
"  and  under  him  thepopifh  Clergy,  to  be  the  reprefenta- 
u  tives  of  God  and  of  J.  Chrift."  Does  this  Rev.  Ex. 
believe  the  divinity  of  J.  C.  ?  if  fo,  why  fet  J.  Chrift 
in  contradiftindHon  to  God,  in  the  fame  phrafe  ?  this 
is  the  language  of  Arius,  and .  his  difciples.  The 
Apoftles,  and  in  imitation  of  the  Apoftles.  Catholic 
xvriters  lay,  God  the  Father  and  J.  Chrift,  or  God  the 
Father  of  jour  Lord  J.  Chrift,  or  fome  fuch  expreffion, 
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letting  the  Father  in  contradiftinflion  to  the  Son;  whe- 
ther expreffed  or  underftood  ;  but  not  God  in  contra- 
diftin&ion  to  J.  Chrift  ;  that  mode  of  ipeaking  is  of- 
fenfive  to  the  proteftant,  as  well  as  the  Catholic  Ear. 

Catholics  believe  St.  Ptter  to  have  been  appointed 
by  J.  C.  to  feed  his  flock  on  earth,  and  they  believe  it 
on  the  moft  unerring  authority,  that  is,  on  the  faith 
of  J.  Chrift  himfelf,  who  faid  to  him  "  feed  my  lambs, 
"  rule  my  fheep."  John  xxi.  And  in  that  fenle  they 
believe  Peter,  and  his  fucceflbrs  to  reprelent  J.  Chrift, 
as  an  Ambaffador  reprefents  his  Mafter.  St.  Paul, 
believed  it  and  afferted  it  of  himfelf  and  his  fellow 
Apoftles  :  "  uper  Clirijlou  oun  prejbuomen  os  tou  Theou 
u  parajkalountos  dieman.  We  are  therefore  AmbafTa- 
H  dors  for  Chrift,  God  as  it  were  exhorting  by  us." 
2  Cor.  v.  20.  And  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Ephefians,  he 
lays  "  uper  6u  prefoub"  "  for  whom  1  am  Ambaffa- 
u  dor."  vi.  20. 

From  the  principle  which  the  Ex.  ftates  for  us,  ac- 
cording to  his  own  fancy,  he  draws  a  more  fanciful 
conclufion.    That  is,  "  that  the  authority  of  the  Pope 

and  popifh  Clergy  is  equally  a  rule  of  faith  and  doc- 
u  trine  with  the  holy  Scriptures,  and  equally  binding 
"  upon  the  confciences  of  men,  nay,  that  the  Scrip- 
u  tares  themfelves  are  to  be  underftood  only  m  that 
6*  fenfe,  which  theRomifh  Church  thinks  proper  to  give 
"  them."  A  man  would  imagine  that  this  Ex.  had 
been  a  profefTor  of  Theology  in  one  of  our  Univerfities, 
he  ftates  our  doctrine  with  fuch  precifion.  There  is  a 
trifling  inaccuracy  ;  it  efcaped  him  perhaps  thro'  inad- 
vertence :  the  ftatement  is  limply  falfe.  We  Catho- 
lics know  no  authority  equal  to  the  word  of  God  ;  but 
we  know  no  difference  between  the  word  of  God 
fpoken  by  the  Apoftles,  and  the  fame  word  written  ; 
we  have  the  fame  confidence  in  their  tongues,  that  we- 
have  in  their  pens,  nor  did  the  Apoftles  themfelves 
know  any  fuch  difference  :  they  were  not  fent  to  write 
but  to  preach  and  baptife  :  read  their  commifiion  in  the 
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laft  chapter  of  St.  Matthew.  And  many  of  them  never 
wrote  a  line.  Was  their  doctrine  the  lefs  true  ?  was  it 
of  lefs  authority  ?  were  they  who  rejected  their  doc~fr  ine 
the  lefs  criminal,  lefs  accountable  to  the  divine  juftice  ? 
did  not  St.  Paul,  ftrictly  command  the  Theffalonians 
to  hold  faft  the  oral  traditions  "  paradofeis"  2  Th.  ii, 
15.  which  they  had  learnt  whether  by  word  dia  logon 
or  by  letter  "  dia  EpiftoUs"  the  Apoftle,  therefore 
thought  the  word  of  God  received  by  oral  tradition 
was  of  equal  authority  with  the  written  word.  But 
how  are  we  to  know  that  the  doctrine  received  bv  oral 
tradition  is  the  word  of  God  ?  by  the  very  fame  rule 
and  the  fame  means  by  which  we  know  that  the  writ- 
ten word  is  the  word  of  God,  that  is,  by  the  teftimony 
of  the  Catholic  Church,  fpeaking  by  her  Paftors*,  in 
whofe  hands  J.  Chrift,  depofited  both  the  written,  and 
unwritten  word,  and  whofe  teftimony  is  of  equal 
weight  in  favour  of  the  one  as  of  the  other.  In  this 
appears  his  providential  care  of  his  Church,  that  is  of 
all  his  children  to  the  end  of  time,  in  giving  them  a 
rule  of  faith  ealy  in  practice,  infallible,  and  univerfah 
literally  fulfilling  the  prophecy  of  Ifais,  who  fpeaking; 
of  the  flourifliing  ftate  of  Chrift's  Church,  or  Spiritual 
Kingdom,  fays,  "  And  a  high  way  fhall  be  there,  and 
"  a  way,  and  it  fhall  be  called  the  way  of  holinefs,  the 
ff  unclean  fhall  not  pafs  over  it :  but  it  will  be  for 
"  thofe,  the  way- faring  men  though  fools  fhall  not 
"  error  therein."  The  Proteftant  verfion  now  cited, 
though  not  very  correct,  gives  nearly  the  fenfe  of  the 
original  text,  "  ve  hajahjham  mafeloul  va  derek  va  dc- 
"  rick  ha  codejhjicarat  lah  lo  jahaberenou  tame4,  Vftunc- 
u  lamou  holek  derek  ve  hevilim  lojith  hou"  The  wav 
which  the  prophet  defcribes  is  fuch  that  even  the  moft 
ignorant  cannot  ftray  in  it :  'tis  not  necelfary  to  remark 
that  the  way  of  holinels  in  the  Scriptures  fignifies  a 
knowledge  of  the  divine  law,  and  to  walk  in  the  wray 
of  holineis  is  to  obferve  the  precepts  of  the  law,  which 
mult  lead  to  holinefs.    Will  the  Rev.  Ex.  pretend 
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that  a  knowledge  of  all  the  precepts  of  the  divine 
law  is  fo  eafily  difcovered  in  the  Scriptures,  that  even 
the  moft  flupid  cannot  miftake  it?  if  fo,  whence  this  va- 
riety of  opinions  on  the  fenfe  of  certain  texts  ?  whence 
thefe  endlefs  controverfies,  not  amongft  the  unlearned, 
who  are  incapable  of  controverfial  difcuffion,  but  a- 
mongft  the  learned  themfelves  ?  with  what  propriety 
can  that  be  called  an  "  holek  derek"  a  common  high 
way,  in  which  the  unwife  fhall  not  wander  evilim  jo 
jitheoUj-which  the  learned  themfelves  cannot  find  with- 
out the  greateft  difficulty  ? 

St  Aujlin,  juftly  remarks  that  to  believe  authority  is 
&  great  abridgement  and  no  labour.    The  Catholic 
finds  his  faith  in  the  fame  Church,  where  he  finds  the 
Scriptures,  and  there  alfo  he  finds  the  genuine  fenfe 
of  the  Scriptures,  which  is  an  efTential  part  of  the 
word  of  God  ;  a  part  of  that  depofite  of  faith  which 
the  Apcftles  committed  to  the  fubordinate  Paftors, 
whom  they  had  appointed  to  govern  their  refpeclive 
portions  of  the  one  flock  of  J.  Chrift,  directing  them 
to  commit  this  depofite  in  the  fame  manner  to  faithful 
men  capable  of  inftrucl: ing  others :     Thou  my  Ion  be 
"  ftrengthened  in  the  grace  of  J,  Chrift,  and  thefe 
u  things  which  you  heard  from  me  amongft  many  wit- 
<c  nefles,  the  fame  commit  tauta  paratlwu  to  faithful 
"  men  capable  of  inftrucling  others." — 2  Tim.  ii.  In 
this  authentic  inftrucfion  of  the  Apoftle  to  his  difciple 
Timothy,  whom  he  had  ordained  Bifhop  of  Ephefus, 
we  have  diftindly  explained  the  manner  in  which  the 
depofite,  that  is  the  doclxine  and  difciplineof  the  Apof- 
ties*  was  delivered  to  their  dilciples,  and  by  them  tranf- 
rnitted  to  us  through  their  fucceffors  from  generation 
to  o-eneration.    In  the  word  of  God  tranfmitted  to  us 
we  find  the  intended  fenfe  of  obfcure  paffages  "  which 
"  the  unlearned  and  the  unfettled  wreft  to  their  own 
"  perdition,"  as  we  learn  from  St.  Peter  fpeaking  of 
St.  Paul's  epiftles*  in  which  there  are  fome  things  dif- 
ficult to  be  underftood,  "  dus  noita? — c2  Pet.  iii.  16. 
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Thus  we  know  the  manner  of  adminiftermo-  the  fa- 
crameuts ;  of  inftituting  the  nciimfters  of  the  Church  ; 
of  their  different  orders  ;  the  obligation  of  fancl'ifying' 
the  fait  day  of  the  week  Sunday,  not  the  laft  Saturday, 
as  ordered  in  the  Scriptures,  which  ordinance  of  the 
Old  Teftament  is  no  where  cancelled  in  the  New  ;  the 
n^eflity  of  baptizing  infants;  of  offering  up  prayers 
and  iiippUcations  for  the  repofe  of  departed  fouls. 

Oa  oral  tradition  the  divinity  of  J.  Chrifl  was  al- 
v  sieved  and  publicly  profeffed  in  the  Church,  on 
this  .principle  the  Arian  herefy  was  condemned  in  the 
great  Council  of  Nice  :  there  is  no  text  in  Scripture, 
however  expreflive  of  the  divinity  of  J.  Chrift,  which 
the  Arians  did  not  elude  by  ingenious  and  artful  ex- 
plications ;  but  the  public  faith  of  the  Church,  found- 
ed on  the  oral  tradition  of  the  ApolHes,  was  not  to  be 
evaded.  The  Apoftles  explained  their  doctrine  in  their 
public  lectures,  all  difficulties  and  ambiguities  were  re- 
moved, and  the  faithful  diftinctly  underftood,  the  in- 
tended fenfe  of  their  doclrine.  On  this  fimple  principle, 
have  all  innovations  from  the  very  eftablimment  of  the 
Church  been  condemned.  However  2;reat  the  riiim- 
bers,  who  may  have  been  fed  need  by  any  innovator 
or  pretended  reformer,  we  always  return  to  the  day 
on  which  he,  firft  began  to  introduce  his  new  opinion  ; 
and  we  tell  him,  this  new  doctrine  was  not  taught 
yefterday  in  any  one  Church  of  the  whole  Clirlftiaa 
world,  you  therefore  are  the  inventor  of  it  ;  'tis  no  part 
of  the  faith  delivered  to  the  Saints,  which  St.  Jade, 
recommends  to  the  faithful  "  U  dpax  paradotheifci  itris 
u  dgiois  pijtei"  the  faith  once  delivered  by  oral  tradi- 
tion as  the  Greek  terms  fignifies  to  the  Saints.  Jude 
i.  'Tis  no  part  of  that  depotite  of  faith  which  St. 
Paul  committed  to  Timothy,  in  prefence  of  ipahy 
witnefles.  The  writer  gives  an  inftance  in  two  arti- 
cles of  Catholic  doclrine  rejected  by  all  defcriptions  of 
Proteftants,  that  is  the  doclrine  of  purgatory  and  tran- 
fubftantation ;  the  motives  for  rejecting;  thefe  tercets 

H  have 


si 

i 

have  been  already  afligned.  'Tis  undeniably  true  that 
thefe  doctrines  were  believed  and  taught  ;  that  piayers 
were  offered  up  for  fuffering  fouls  ;  and  that  in  the 
public  facrificc  of  the  Mafs,  J.  Chrift  was  believed  to 
be  really  prcfent,  and  offered  up  to  his  eternal  father 
under  the  appearances  of  bread  and  wine  as  a  propitia- 
tory facrifice,  for  the  living  and  the  dead  in  all 
Churches  of  the  whole  Chriftian  world,  the  day  before 
Martin  Lather  commenced  his  reforming  trade ;  'tis 
alio  true  that  he  himfelf  believed  thefe  doctrines,  and 
that  he  and  his  anceftors  for  many  generations  were 
baptifed  in  that  Church,  which  believed  and  taught 
them  doctrines,  whence  it  muft  be  inferred  that  the  no- 
velties, which  he  introduced,  compofed  no  part  of  that 
depofite  of  faith  tranfmitted  by  the  Apoftles  thro*  their 
lawful  fucceffors  down  to  us  ;  they  were  therefore  of 
his  own  invention.  His  appeal  to  the  Scriptures  is 
vain  :  did  Martin  Luther^  a  Saxon  Monk,  whofe  works 
Vet  extant  fpeak  the  author  a  fcurrilous  buffoon,  un- 
derftand  the  Scriptures  better  than  the  A  ujiins,  the 
Jeroms,  the  Gregorys,  Greeks  and  Latins  ;  in  a  word 
better  than  the  whole  Chriftian  World  ?  the  fuppofition 
furpaffes  abfurdity.  But  you'll  fay  they  might  have 
miftaken  the  fenfe  of  the  Scriptures.  To  this  the  re- 
ply is  fimple  :  'tis  infinitely  more  probable  that  Luther 
miftook  the  fenfe,  or  rather  perverted  it,  in  order  to 
fupport  a  caufe  in  which  the  fpirit  of  pride  had  engag- 
ed him,  and  would  not  permit  him  to  retract.  'Tis 
fro'n  the  Apoftles  that  their  immediate  fucceffors  in  the 
miniftry  received  the  Scriptures,  and  with  the  Scrip- 
tures, the  genuine  fenfe  of  the  facred  writers,  on  this 
genuine  fenfe,  not  the  fancied  fenfe  of  innovators,  was 
the  practice  of  the  Church  founded,  and  formed.  If 
the  Apoftles  had  told  their  fucceffors,  or  the  different 
fubordinate  Paftors,  whom  they  had  appointed  to  feed 
their  refpective  portions  of  the  flock,  that  the  words  of 
in  ft  i  tut  ion  "  this  is  my  Body,  this  is  my  blood"  were 
to  be  underftood  in  a  figurative  fenfe,  and  that  the  fa- 
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eramental  ipccics  contained  nothing  more  thafl  bread 
and  wine,  a*  a  fimplc  memorial,  there  never  would 
have  been  an  altar  erefted,  nor  would  the  tremendous 
facrifice  of  Chrift's  Body,  have  been  offered  as  a  pro- 
pitiation for  the  living  and  the  dead.  The  univerfal 
prafhee  of  all  Chriftian  Churches  in  all  ages  invaria- 
bly the  fame  before  the  reformation,  fhews  the  fenfe  in 
which  the  Apoftles  underftood  the  words  of  inftitution, 
and  the  fenfe  in  which  they  taught  them,  that  is,  the 
plain,  obvious,  and  literal  lenfe,  as  they  were  always 
wnderftood  in  the  Chriftian  Church. 

The  fame  obfervation  is  applicable  to  the  do&rine  of 
purgatory  :  prayers  and  facrifices  were  offered  for  the 
dead  in  the  Jewilh  difpenfation  :  of  this  we  have  au- 
thentic evidence  in  the  book  of  the  Maccabees^  which, 
whether  canonical  or  not,  is  at  leaft  a  hiftory  written  by 
a  well  informed  Jew,  who  knew  the  pra£lice  of  the 
Jewifh  Church.  St.  Auftin  fays,  that  "  the  Chriftian 
**  Church  holds  thefe  books  canonical,  and  though, 
"  fays  he,  this  ftiould  not  be  read  in  the  old  Scriptures, 
"  the  authority  of  the  univerfal  Church  is  manifeft, 
"  v/here,  in  the  prayers  which  are  offered,  at  the  altar, 
"  the  commendation  of  the  dead  has  its  place." — Lib. 
de  Curd  pro.  mor.  Cap.  L2. — Two  ages  before  him 
Tertullien  had  faid,  "  We  make  offerings  for  the  dead, 
M  if  you  afk  the  reafon,  tradition  is  given  as  a  prece- 
"  dent,  cuftom  obferves  it  and  faith  preferves  it." — 
Lib.  de  Cor.  Mi. — On  this  univerfal  practice  St. 
Chryjojiome  aflerts  in  his  69th  Homily  to  the  people, 
"  that  thefe  things  were  not  raflily  inftituted  by  the 
u  Apoftles,  that  in  the  tremendous  myfteries  (Mafsi) 
*  there  fhould  be  a  commemoration  of  the  dead/' 
So  true  it  is  that  in  the  pra&ice  of  the  Church,  founded 
by  the  Apoftles,  the  genuine  fertife  of  the  do&rine, 
which  they  taught  is  to  be  found  ;  not  in  the  wild 
Ipeculations  of  apoftate  Monks,  who,  regardlefs  of 
vows  and  oaths,  and  thus  abandoned  to  a  reprobate 
fenfe,  pretend  to  find  in  the  Scriptures  a  fenfe  which 
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was  never  intended  by  the  facred  writers ;  but  which 
may  ferye  as  a  rnafk  to  conceal  the  apoftacy  and  pro- 
fligacy of  thele  new  teachers. 

But  finally,  to  fay,  that  tradition  is  of  equal  authority 
with  the  written  word  of  God,  is  it  not  to'make  the 
authority  of  men  equal  to  that  of  God  ?  No,  but  to 
make  the  unwritten  word  of  God  of  equal  authority 
with  his  written  word,  which  is  a  manifeft  truth: 
when  God  promifed  Abraham  that  all  nations  Should 
be  blefled  in  his  feed,  and  ordered  him  and  all  his  'des- 
cendants to  be  circumcifed,  was  the  pror  di 
force  or  the  obligation  of  oblerving  the  ceremony  of 
the  circurncifion  lefs  rigorous,  before  Ivfofes  had  W 
ten  it  in  the  book  of  Gene/is  fome  430  years  after  r  the 
Ex.  will  not  venture  to  afiert  that  Ifaac,  Jacob,  Jofepk, 
and  many  others  were  not  faithful  men ;  yet  on  the 
authority  of  the  unwritten  word  tranfmitted  by  oral 
tradition,  they  believed,  and  on  the  fame  authority  they 
obferved  the  law,  as  did  Mofes  himfelf  before  he  was 
appointed  to  conduct  the  Jewim  people — and,  to  des- 
cend to  the  ChniTian  Church,  in  its  firll:  formation, 
and  many  years  after,  the  faith  of  the  primitive  Lhrif- 
tians  in  j.  Churl  was  not  found  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment :  'Twas  not  yet  written,  nor  was  the  morality 
of  the  Gofpel  explained  in  the  Epiflles  of  St.  Paul 
before  he  wrote  them.  The  people  therefore  believed 
in  j.  Chrift,  and  obferved  his  law  on  the  authority  of 
the  unwritten  word  received  by  oral  tradition. 

To  pretend  that  we  Catholics  think  the  authority  of 
the  Church  equal  to  that  of  the  Scriptures  is  a  meer 
artifice  to  impofe  on  the  credulity  of  the  uninformed 
and  divert  their  attention  from  the  real  ftate  of  the 
controveriy,  which  is  this,  whether  the  authority  of  the 
Catholic  Church  be  fuperior  to  that  of  an  unqualified 
individual  ?  or  in  other  words,  whether  the  Paftors  of 
the  Catholic  C  hurch  afTembled  in  Council,  or  difper- 
fed,  and  communicating  to  each  other  the  immemo- 
rial practice  and  dodlrine  of  their  reipective  Churches, 
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underftand  the  Scriptures  better  than  a  Cobler  on  hi9 
bulk.    We  Catholics  think  the  Paftors  of  the  Church 
the  more  competent  judges  of  the  intended  fenfe  of  the 
inlpired  writings.    We  think  the  Cobler  might  mo- 
deftly  lubmit  his  judgment  to  their  decifion — and  in 
this  we  arejuftified  by  the  rules  of  common  fenfe.  If 
the  Cobler  appeals  to  the  authority  of  his  minifter,  we 
reply  that  his  minifter  pretends  to  no  authority  but  muft 
refer  him  to  the  Scripture,  whether  he  can  read  it  or 
not,  and  leaves  him  to  fhif t  for  himfelf ;  and  if  his  mi- 
nifter mould  aflame  any  authority,  we  tell  him  that 
fome  thoufands  of  Biihops  now  living,  and  tens  of 
thoufands  who  are  now  no  more,  many  of  whom  were 
men  eminent  for  fcience  and  fan&iry,  as  fuch  revered  hy 
the  world,  condemn  the  pretended  authority  of  his  mi- 
nifter, and  if  he  prefers  the  authority  of  one  man  of  lit- 
tle note,  interefted  in  his  own  caufe,  to  that  of  fo  many, 
thoufands  totally  difinterefted,  becauie  they  lived  be- 
fore the  controverly  began  ; — we  fay  that  he  acls  a- 
gainft  the  principles  of  common  fenfe,  and  is  not  only 
criminal,  but  inexcufable  in  hs  error. 

Let  us  now  fubftitute  to  the  Cobler  his  minifter, 
whom  we  fhall  fuppofe  a  Jortin  or  a  Palceologus,  who, 
profeffedly  defpife  Popes  and  Councils,  Doctors  and 
Prelates,  ancient  and  modern  ;  he  will  admit  no  other 
rule  of  faith  but  the  Scriptures,  in  them  exclusively  he 
muft  find  by  his  own  induftry  all  that  he  is  to  believe, 
and  all  that  he  is  to  do  in  order  to  falvation.    To  this 
man  of  fcience,  this  Jortin  or  Cochran  we  (imply  reply 
that  'tis  not  true,  that  he  can  find  in  the  Scriptures  all 
that  he  is  to  believe  :  for  he  muft  believe  that  the  Gof- 
pel  of  St.  Matthew  is  a  canonical  book,  and  he  will  not 
find  it  in  the  Scriptures  ;  nor  will  he  find  in  the  Scrip- 
tures that  the  Greek  verfion  of  that  gofpel,  the  author 
of  which  is  not  known,  is  authentic  ;  nor  can  he 
with  all  his  Icience  declare  it  authentic :  becaufe  the 
Hebraic  original  is  loft  ;  nor  can  he  by  any  human  in- 
duftry difcover  all  the  books  which  have  been  canonical, 
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nsauy  of  them  are  irrecoverably  loft.  Adam  Contzeu 
proves  that  twenty  books  of  the  Scripture  are  loft.  2. 
4.  CL  8. — Thus  for  Ex.  "  it  is  faid  in  the  book  of  the 
"  wars  of  the  Lord." — Numb.  xxi.  14. — This  book  is 
loft,  and  u  Solomon  fpokc  three  thoufand  proverbs  and 
"  five." — 1ft  Kings  iv.  32.  Where  are  they?  u  Now 
"  the  reft  of  the  ads  of  Solomon,  firft  and  laft  are  they 
*'  not  written  in  the  book  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  and 
<6  in  the  prophecy  of  Abijah9  and  in  the  vilion  of  Id- 
"  do"— 2  Chr.  ix.  29.  The  firft  of  Chronicles  termi- 
nated in  thefe  words, a  Now  the  A£ts  of  David,  the  king 

fiift  and  laft,  behold  be  they  not  written  in  the  book 
"  of  Samuel  the  leer,  and  in  the  book  of Nathan  the  Pro- 
"  phet,  and  in  the  book  of  Gad  the  feer."  All  thefe  books 
are  configned  to  oblivion ;  two  of  St.  Paul's  Epiftles 
ft  a  red  the  fame  fate,  one  to  the  Laodicians,  which  in 
his  laft  Epiftle  to  the  Collossians  he  ordered  to  be  read 
in  that  Church,  and  one  which  he  mentions  in  his  firft 
Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  "  I  wrote  to  you  an  Epif- 
"  tie,"  v.  9.  This  Epiftle  does  not  appear ;  St.  Mat- 
thew cites  a  whole  quotation  from  Jeremias,  which  is 
not  in  his  book,  as  transmitted  to  us.  There  is  fome- 
thing  fimilar  to  it  in  the  book  of  %acharias ;  but  it 
znuft  have  been  then  in  the  book  of  Jeremias,  or  St. 
Matthew  would  not  have  cited  it,  that  may  be  the  rea- 
ibn  why  the  Jews  retrenched  it ;  the  fame  Evangelift 
had  faid,  "  it  was  fpoken  by  the  prophets,  he  fhall  be 
u  called  a  Nazarean." — ii.  23. 

Chryfoftme  writing  on  this  text,  "  lays  many  of  the 
"  prophetical  monuments  have  periftned  :  for  the  Jews 

being  carelefs  and  not  only  carelefs,  but  impious,  they 
"  have  carelelsly  loft  fome  of  thele  monuments,  others 
a  they  have  partly  burned,  partly  torn  to  pieces." 
Ho  mi.  £>th. 

St.  Juftin  arguing  again  ft  Tryphon,  fhews  that  the 
Jews  did  make  away  with  many  books  of  the  old 
Teftament,  leaft  it  fihould  appear  confiftcnt  with  the 
Jiew.  'Tis  not  from  the  Jews  that  the  Catholic  Church 
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received  the  faith  of  J.  Chrift,  and  with  the  faith  the 
Scriptures  ;  but  from  his  Apoftles,  whofc  citations  arc 
from  the  vefion  of  the  leventy  Elders :  we  have  a  re- 
markable inftance  in  St.  PauU  to  the  Htbrews,  "ht 
5<  faith  Jacob  dying,  blefled  each  of  Jofepk's  (oris,  arid 
"  worlhiped  oa  the  fummitof  his  rod  oribeptre"  "  prof* 
"  kunefen  epi  to  ahron  tSs  rabdou  autou  in  the  He- 
brew text, 'tis  u  to  the  head  of  his  bed  at  rojii  hamitak" 
The  Apoftle  therefore  fhewing  Jacob's  faith,  in  wor- 
fhiping  Jofeplis  (ceptre  as  an  emblem  of  Chrift's  fceptrc 
and  kingdom,  did  not  cite  the  Hebrew  text  as  we  have 
it. 

In  (hort  this  truth  is  (b  rnanifeft,  that  learned  Pro- 
teftants  themfelves,  not  daring  to  ri(que  their  reputation 
openly  in  the  face  of  truth  and  convi&ion,  have  ad- 
mitted it :  CltilHngxvortk  in  reply  to  this  pofition  of 
his  adverfary,  "  the  divinity  of  a  writing  cannot  be 
"  known  by  itfelf  alone,"  but  by  fome  extrinfical 
authority  fays,"  p.  69.  N.  49.  "  this  you  need  not 
"  prove  for  no  wife  man  denies  it."  And  Hooker  con- 
fefledly  a  learned  Protectant,  fays  "  of  things  necefiary 
"  the  very  chiefeft  is,  to  know  what  Books  are  to  hn 
"  eftcemed  holy,  which  point  is  confeffed  impoffible  for 
"  the  Scriptures  to  teach."  Eccl.  polu  lc.  i.  /.  14. 

Do&or  Covel,  fays,  and  common  fenfe  nmft  have 
told  him  that  "  'tis  not  the  word  of  God  which  allures 
"  us,  nor  can  it  allure  us,  that  we  do  well  to  think  if 
"  the  word  of  God.  Def.  Art.  4-.  p.  31. 

With  what  propriety  then  can  this  Man  of  fcience, 
this  Jorti?iy  or  Cock,  call  that  a  fole  and  ibffictent  rule 
of  divine  faith  which  he  himlelf  can,  by  no  poffibility 
know  to  be  divine  ?  'tis  univerfallv  admitted  that  di- 
vine faith  is  founded  on  the  word  of  God  ;  if  then  hfc 
belief  that  the  Scriptures  are  the  word  of  God,  be  a 
meer  human  opinion,  his  faith  can  be  no  more  :  for  'tis 
a  rnanifeft  abfurdity  to  pretend  that  the  fuperftru#u^e 
can  be  more  firm  than  the  foundation. 

St.  Paul  was  well  aware  of  this  conclufive  reafon- 
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ing :  hence  he  does  not  refer  his  difciple  Timothy  to 
the  Scriptures,  but  fays,  the  Apoftle  "  keep  the  form 
"  upotupofin  of  found  words,  which  you  heard  from  mc 
"  in  faith  and  charity.  2  Tim.  i.  15.  Nor  does  he  per- 
mit Timothy r,  to  introduce  his  own  opinions  "  have, 
"  fays  he,  the  form  of  words,  which  you  heard  from 
"  me."  If  the  Apoftle  thought  that  the  Scriptures 
were  the  only  rule  of  faith,  he  would  have  delivered 
them  figned  and  fealed  into  the  hands  of  his  difciple, 
with  an  injunction  to  tranfmit  them  in  the  fame  man- 
ner, or  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  moft  criminal 
neglect  of  duty,  not  providing  for  the  propagation,  and 
continuation  of  the  faith  in  its  integrity,  by  the  only 
rule  which  our  Ex.  admits.  However  the  Apoftle 
was  of  a  contrary  opinion :  he  reduced  to  practice  that 
found  principle  which  he  taught  in  his  Epiftle  to  the 
Romans,  "  that  faith  is  from  hearing."  x,  17.  The 
Apoftle  did  net  fay  "  faith  is  from  reading."  He  would 
have  excluded  a  great  majority  of  the  human  race,  by 
fuch  an  aflertion  as  our  Ex,  does. 

Let  us  fuppofe,  that  the  Apoftle  had  in  fact  deliver- 
ed the  Scriptures  fealed  and  figned  into  the  hands  of 
his  difciple,  and  ordered  them  to  be  tranfmitted  in  the 
fame  manner  to  his  fucceiTors,  that  would  not  deftroy 
nor  even  diminiih  the  necefiity  of  a  living  judge  to  de- 
termine the  true  conft ruction  of  the  law.  No  law  ever 
explained  itfelf.  In  all  well  regulated  focieties  there 
muft  be  feme  living  authority  to  fix  the  geniune  fenfe 
of  the  law,  and  prevent  that  variety,  which  muft  in- 
evitably reiuit  from  the  fanciful  conftrudiions  of  ig- 
norant or  interefted  individuals.  Therefore  J.  Chrift, 
inuft  have  appointed  a  living  judge  to  decide  all  con- 
troverfies  ariling  on  the  conftruction,  which  the  dead 
letter  of  the  law  cannot  decide,  or  he  has  been  unac- 
countably negligent  in  the  inftitution  of  his  Church. 
1  n  the  old  law  we  find  this  Judge  exprefsly  appointed  : 
'4  if,  laid  Mofes,  there  happens  a  doubtful  cafe  injudg- 
u  ment  between  blood  and  blood,  caufe  and  caufe,  le- 
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€i  profy  and  leprofy,  and  the  words  of  the  judges  in. 
"  the  gates  do  vary,  dibrei  ribotk  bejlicarika  arife  and 
"  go  up  to  the  .  place  which  the  Lord  thy  God  fhall 
"  choofe,  and  thou  fhalt  come  to  the  Priefts  of  the 
"  levitical  race,  and  to  the  judge,  who  will  be  at  that 
"  time,  and  thou  fhalt  inquire  of  them,  and  they  will 
"  announce  to  thee  the  word  of  judgement,  and  th  x 
*  fhalt  do  according  to  the  word,  which  will  be  an- 
*'  nouncedfrom  the  piace  which  God  will  have  chofen, 
*i  according  to  the  law  which  they  will  fhew  and  ac- 
"  cording  to  the  judgement,  which  they  will  declare 

"  thou  fhalt  do  the  man  who  in  pride  will 

46  not  hear  the  prieft,  then  {landing  to  minifter  there  to 
f  the  Lord  thy  God  and  the  judge,  fhall  die,  and  thou 
"  fhalt  remove  evil  from  Ifrael,  that  the  whole  people 
"  may  hear  and  notfwell  with  pride  in  future.'*  Deut. 
xvii.  Here  we  have  a  living  judge  appointed  to  de- 
cide all  difficult  controverfies  which  might  arife  dur- 
ing the  whole  continuance  of  the  Jewifh  difpenfation. 
Death  was  the  punifhment  of  difobedience  to  the  de» 
eifion  of  the  Sanhedrim,  over  which  the  high  Prieft 
prefided,  the  only  Judge  who  ever  preiided  over  the 
Jewifh  fancluary. 

If  we  believe  the  Evangelift  St.  Mattliav,  J.  Chrift 
was  notfo  infenfible  to  the  future  wants  of  his  Church, 
as  to  leave  it  deftitute  of  any  vifible  authority  to  decide 
controverfies,  a  prey  to  divifions,  feels  and  fchilms.  Wc 
find  a  judge  appointed  with  great  authority  in  the 
Chriftian  difpenfation  :  the  Saviour  mftrucYmg  his 
difciples  and  giving  rules  for  paternal  correction,  di- 
rects them  in  cafe  difappoiiUment  to  tell  the  Chu'C-u 
"  and  if  faid  he,  the  oifender  do  not  hear  the  Church, 
"  let  him  be  to  thee  as  a  heathen  or  a  publican.'* — 
Mat.  xviii.  17.  The  authority  veiled  in  the  ecclefiafh- 
cal  judge  in  the  old  law  was  to  decide,  but  to  retrench 
the  difobedient  fubj eft  from  the  Jewifh  Church  was 
the  office  of  the  civil  Magistrate  ;  in  the  new  law  J. 
Chrift  affigns  the  right  of  decifiou  to  the  Church  ;  but 
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he  himfelf  without  confulting  the  Magiftrate,  retrenches 
the  difobedient  fubjeCt  from  the  number  of  his  difciples, 
and  ranks  him  amongft  heathens.  'Tis  not  neceffary 
to  remark  that  the  Church  being  a  moral  body,  fpeaks 
by  its  Paftors  as  the  ftate  does  by  its  Magiftrates. 

After  all  let  us  fuppofe  that  this  man  of  fcience,  by 
dint  of  application,  fucceeds  in  difcovcring  the  original 
text,  and  the  conformity  of  fome  one  or  other  of  oufr 
different  veifions,  which  agree  in  nothing  elfe  but  their 
difagreement,  with  it,  and  thus  by  human  induftry  dis- 
covers a  rule  of  faith  for  himfelf,  what  rule  will  he 
give  the  unlearned  proteftant  ?  who  has  neither  time, 
nor  means,  nor  talents,  nor  any  one  qualification  for 
fuch  an  intricate  and  laborious  difcuffion  ?  a  difcuffion 
by  the  bye  to  which  no  man  living  is  equal ;  a  difcuffion 
which  Hooker.,  Cliillingworth  and  Covel,  have  pro- 
nounced impoffible  ;  which  Jurieu  and  Claude  have  a- 
bandoned.  Which  the  tranflators  of  the  Englifh  Bible: 
have  admitted  to  furpafs  the  efforts  of  man  :  in  the 
preface  of  an  introduction  to  the  Englifh  verfion  of  the 
Bible,  publiflied  in  1655.  The  tranflators  fay  that  they 
can  produce  no  copy,  which  they  can  allure  to  agree 
in  all  points  with  the  true  original  hand  writing  of  the 
authors  4t  wherefore  fay  they,  in  the  variety  of  copies, 
"  what  better  means  can  fb  much  as  he  invented  to  pick 
"  out  the  true  reading  than  the  conferring  of  the  moft 
"  choice  and  moft  ancient  copies,  and  then  to  ftand 
"  to  that  reading  which  agrees  beft  with  the  greater 
"  part  of  the  moft  ancient  and  the  moft  choice  copies  ? 
"  this  courfe  St.  Jerom  and  St.  Aufiin  took,  &c."  i 

This  language  founds  harfhly  to  the  unlearned  Pro- 
teftant's  ear.  Thefe  learned  tranflators  refer  him  to 
the  Scriptures  for  that  faith,  without  which  St.  Paul 
tells  him,  that  he  cannot  pleafe  God — Hcb.xi.  <>. 
and  almoft  in  the  fame  breath  inform  him  that  the- 
verfion  which  they  put  into  his  hands  may  or  may  not 
contain  the  word  of  God  :  for  if  the  copies  to  which 
ihcy  have  had  recourie,  be  not  conformable  to  theorU 
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ginal  text,  which  they  fay  they  don't  know,  or  if,  they 
nave  not  given  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  divine  writer 
in  their  verfion,  which  the.  unlearned  proteftant  can- 
not know,  inftead  of  the  word  of  God,  they  give  him 
their  own  words,  and  thus  leave  him  to  his  own  faga- 
city.  It  rnuft  be  great  indeed,  if,  in  fuch  a  labyrinth 
he  finds  an  ifTue.  'Tis  true  Jurieu  and  Claude  relieve 
him  :  they  tell  him  that  revealed  truths  are  felt  as  heat 
is  felt  near  the  fire,  which  neither  ignorance,  inatten- 
tion, ftupidity  nor  prejudice  can  prevent. 

The  Ex.  pafles  in  iilence,  as  he  pretends  many  dis- 
putes and  diffentions,  which  divide  and  diflraft  the 
members  of  our  Church  upon  a  variety  of  points  both 
of  difcipline  and  doftrine.  The  writer  begs  leave  to 
inform  him  that  difTentions  on  points  of  Catholic  doc- 
trine are  not  known  in  our  ichools  ;  that  the  man, 
who  would  obftinately  deny  any  truth  propofed  by  the 
Catholic  Church  as  of  faith,  would  by  the  very  aft  be 
retrenched  from  our  communion.  The  objeft  of  Ca- 
tholic faith  are  truths  revealed,  as  fuch  decided  and 
propofed  to  the  belief  of  the  faithful  by  the  authority  of 
the  Catholic  Church.  There  are  many  truths,  which 
are  not  the  objeft  of  divine  faith,  thefe  may  found 
opinions,  which  no  man  is  either  obliged  to  believe  or 
rejeft,  or  even  to  know  or  trouble  his  head  about  them  : 
— Thus  for  inftance,  whether  Mofes  wrote  the  laft 
chapter  of  Deuteronomy,  which  defcribes  his  own 
death  and  burial,  or  whether  this  chapter  was  added  by 
Jojliua,  or  fome  other  writer  after  Mofess  death,  is  mat- 
ter of  opinion:  the  Ex.  may  chooie  without  giving  of- 
fence to  any  Church  ;  but  that  the  chapter  is  itlelf  a 
part  of  the  infpired  writings  the  Ex.  muft  believe,  or 
ceafe  to  be  a  Chriftian.  And  'tis  a  moll:  embarraffing 
truth  that  he  cannot  believe  it  divinely  infpired  but  on 
the  authority  of  the  Catholic  Church  ;  which  (hews 
beyond  a  contradiction  that,  'tis  by  the  divine  word 
conveyed  to  us  by  oral  tradition  we  know  the  written 
wordcf  God.    In  his  next  edition  'tis  hoped  that  this 
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Ex.  will  affigh  fomc  of  thefe  doflrinal  points  on  which 
Catholics  diiagree.  In  his  firft  effay  he  has  been  un- 
fortunate, u  they  are  far,"  fays  he,  "  from  being  agreed 
"  on  that  moft  efTential  queflion,  the  extent  and  limits 
u  of  the  power  and  jurifdi&ion  of  the  Roman  Pontiff ; 
**  and  'tis  to  this  day  unfettled  whether  the  Pope  alone, 
"  or  a  Pope  and  Council,  or  a  Council  without  the 
"  Pope,  are  pofTcffed  of  infallibility  ;  that  infallibility 
u  is  lodged  feme  where  in  the  Rornifh  Church,  they  arc 
"  all  unanimous.*' 

If  the  Ex.  could  prevail  on  hirnfelf  to  corifult  Ca- 
tholic writers,  and  not  borrow  their  dodrines  from 
Creed  makers,  whom  they  have  not  authorised,  he 
would  rind  them  perfe6r]y  agreed  on  this  effential  point: 
they  fay  that  the  Roman  Pontiff's  ipiritual  jurifdidion 
extends  as  far  as  that  of  his  predecefibr  St.  Peter,  that 
is,  over  the  whole  flock  of  j.  Chrift  ;  that  'tis  not  li- 
mited to  any  part  or  port;on,  nor  confined  by  geogra- 
phical defcriptions  ;  that  his  power  confers  in  feeding 
ills  mailer's  fleck  in  his  mailer's  paflures,  that  is,  in 
propofing  to  their  belief  the  truths  of  religion,  which 
are  revealed,  and  regulating  their  conduft  by  the  rules 
of  morality,  which' J.  Chnfr.  has  immediately  by  hirn- 
felf or  by  his  Apoftle^,  prefcrihed ;  and  in  forming  fuch 
other  regulations  as  the  circumftances  of  times  and 
countries  render  neceflary  for  the  obfervance  of  thefe  ; 
they  add,  that  if  he  tranfgrefles  thefe  powers  in  any 
in  dance,  he  is  guilty  of  an  offence,  and  dands  accoun- 
table to  his  mailer;  they  think  it  an  inverlion  of  order 
for  any  inferior  to  judge  his  fuperior,  and  in  this  they 
are  warranted  by  the  common  fenfe  of  mankind. 
Without  order  there  is  nothing  but  confufion  ;  hence  it 
follows  that  if  J.  Chrid  in  the  inditution  of  his  Church 
had  permitted  his  difciples  to  a6tand  think  each  accor- 
ding to  the  didatesof  his  own  fancy,  to  the  order  and 
unity,  which  he  found  edablifhed  in  the  Jewifh  Church, 
he  would  have  fubftituted  the  created  diforder  and  dif- 
union  imaginable. 
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To  this  pretended  difagrecment  of  Catholics,  on  the 
Roman  Pontiff's  jurifdi&ion,  a  difagreement,  which 
cxifts  but  in  the  Exrs.  imagination,  or  in  thefe  fanati- 
cal pamphlets  in  which  the  doctrine  of  Catholics  is  ftu~ 
dioufly  disfigured  in  order  to  deceive  the  public,  our 
Ex.  adds  a  lecond  yet  greater  if  we  believe  him  : 
*  43.  to  this  day,"  fays  he,  "  it  is  unfettled,  whether 
"  the  Pope  alone,  or  the  Pope  and  Council,  or  a  Coun- 
cil without  the  Pope  are  poiTeiTed  of  infallibility. 

To  this  bold  affertion  offered  without  even  a  lhadow 
of  proof,  the  writer  replies  that  fome  1750  years  ago, 
*twasa  lettled  doctrine  that  infallibility  in  doctrinal  de» 
.cifions  is  claimed  by  the  body  of  the  Paftors  united  to 
their  head  oh  the  promife  of  J.  Chrift  to  be  with  them 
till  the  end  of  time,  Mat.  ult.  and  the  afliftance  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft  who  was  lent  to  reach  them  all  truth. — - 
John  xvi.  13.  On  this  article  of  doctrine  there  never 
was  a  (hade  of  difagreement  amongft  Catholics  :  in  the 
firft  Council  of  Jerufalem  we  find  the  fubordinate 
Paftors  in  unifon  with  St.  Peter,  their  head,  deciding 
the  firft  controverfy,  which  arbitrary  conftructions 
according  to  fancy,  had  produced  ;  that  is,  whether  the 
ceremonial  part  of  the  Jewiih  law  continued  to  oblige 
in  theChriftiandilpenfation,  and  we  find  them  declare 
their  decifion  infallibly  certain :  for  they  afcribe  it  to 
the  Holy  Ghoft,  whom  Chrift  had  promifed  to  fend 
to  teach  them  all  things  :  Jah.  xvi.  20. — it  hath 
"  feemed  good  to  the  Holy  Ghoft  and  to  us,  fay  they, 
"  to  impofe  no  other  burthen  on  you,  but  thefe  things 
"  neceflary,  that  you  abftain  from  things  lacrificcd  to 
u  idols,  and  from  blood,  and  from  things  ftrangled,  and 
"  from  fornication." — Acts  xv.  28. — The  infpired 
writer  gives  a  perfect  model  of  an  authentic  decifion 
of  an  ecclefiaftical  controverfy  :  the  Paftors  aflemble 
with  their  chief  Paftor,  examine  the  queftion  ;  the 
chief  Paftor  firft  pronounces :  "  and  after  great  difpu- 
"  tation  Peter  riling  faid  to  them,  men,  brethren,  you 
*•  know  that  in  former  davs  God  made  choice  amono-ft 
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•  us,  that  the  Gentiles  by  my  mouth  fhould  hear  the 
**  word  of  the  Gofpel  and  believe  ......  the  mul« 

titude  was  filent  then  James  anfwered  fay- 

u  ing:  wherefore  I  judge  that  they,  who 

u  from  amongft  the  Gentiles  are  converted  to  God  are 
**  not  to  be  difquieted."  The  fubordinate  Paftors 
judge  with  the  chief  Paftor,  and  their  united  fentence 
decides  the  controverfy  without  appeal.  They  at  the 
fame  time  ena£t  a  law  which  the  circumftance  of  the 
time  rendered  necefTary,  that  is,  they  ordered  the  faith- 
ful to  abftain  from  blood  and  ftrangled  meats,  which 
was  to  the  Jews  an  abomination,  and  if  authorized 
might  be  an  obftacle  to  their  converfion  ;  they  alio  for- 
bid the  ufe  of  things  offered  to  idols,  which  might  have 
been  an  inducement  to  the  new  converts  to  affift  at  the 
heathen  facrifices,  and  fornication,  which  though  for- 
bidden by  the  natural  law,  was  not  thought  in  any 
fenfe  criminal  by  the  heathens.  The  prohibition 
againft  the  ufe  of  blood  and  ftrangled  meats  ceafed, 
when  the  reafons  on  which  the  law  was  founded 
ceafed  to  exift,  the  decifion  of  faith  fubfifts  in  its  whole 
force :  becaufe  the  do&rines  of  faith  are  invariable  ;  oa 
this  model  have  all  religious  controverfies  been  deci- 
dided  by  the  Catholic  Church,  and  all  her  decifions  of 
faith  have  been  formed.  In  thefe  decifions  there  are 
no  new  articles  of  faith  introduced,  but  thefe  dodrines 
received  from  the  Apoftles  which  are  oppofed  by  inno- 
vators and  pretended  reformers,  are  folemnly  declared 
to  be  the  fettled  dodtrines  of  the  Catholic  Church,  a 
part  of  that  depofite  of  faith  once  delivered  to  the 
faints,  St.  Ju.  and  by  them  tranfmitted  through  their 
lucceflbrs  down  to  us. 

To  pretend  that  thefe  decifions  are  yet  fubjeft  to 
the  examination  of  individuals  is  to  encourage  pride 
and  obftinacy ;  to  authorize  a  palpable  inverfion  of  or- 
der ;  to  encourage  the  flieep  to  conduct  the  fhepherd 
contrary  to  the  principles  of  common  fenfe  as  well  as 
to  the  precept  of  J.  Chrift,  and  pra&ice  of  the  Apof- 
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tics.  If  ever  that  precept  of  J.  Chrift,  <c  ht 
"  that  will  not  hear  the  Church  let  him  be  to  thee  as 
"  a  heathen,"  be  applicable  'tis  in  this  cafe,  where  the 
Church  folemnly  fpeaks  by  the  mouth  of  her  paftors. 

We  find  alfo  that  the  faithful  were  not  permitted  to 
examine  the  decifion  of  the  Council  a  as  Paul  and  «Si- 
"  lus  paired  through  the  cities  they  directed  them  to 
"  obferve  the  edi&s  adjudged  by  the  Apoftles  and 
"  Priefts  in  Jerufalem,  ta  dogmata  ia  kekrimena" — 
Acts  xvi.  4.  They  did  not  order  them  to  examine 
them,  but  to  obferve  them  phulajfein,  the  reader  will 
pl'eafe  to  remark  that  though  Paul  and  Barnaby  were 
Apoftles,  eminent  in  fcience  and  virtue,  and  confpicu- 
Ous  for  the  miracles  which  God  wrought  by  them,  the 
faithful  in  the  city  of  Antioch,  did  not  think  their  au- 
thority fufficient  to  decide  the  controverfy :  'twas 
brought  before  the  Apoftles  and  Priefts  in  Jerufalem, 
and  there,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Chief  Paftor 
Peter,  the  controverfy  was  finally  fettled.  The  que£ 
tion  was  not  brought  before  the  civil  magiftrate,  nor 
do  we  find  any  of  the  laity  affift  at  the  Council  but  as 
witncfTcs :  the  Apoftles  frame  the  decifion,  publifhand 
enforce  it.  What  would  the  faithful  of  the  primitive 
Church  have  thought  of  an  obfeure  monk  declaiming 
againft  the  firft  Paftor,  in  the  moil  indecent  and  fcur- 
rilous  language  and  cenfuring  the  whole  body  of  thefe 
Paftors  whom  Chrift  gave  to  his  Churc  i  for  the  fp,ice 
of  fourteen  or  fifteen  hundred  years  ?  would  they  who 
obliged  St.  Paul  to  fhew  that  his  dodritie  was  the 
fame,  which  St.  Peter  and  the  other  Apoftles  taught* 
have  believed  a  furious  declaimer  on  his  bare  aifer- 
tion  ? 

'Tis  irkfome  to  be  obliged  to  correcl:  the  inaccuracies 
of  this  Ex'rs.  ftatement :  in  almoft  every  line  he 
blunders,  whether  through  ignorance  or  defign  is  not 
eafy  to  determine :  "  Let  us  fee,"  fays  he,  44, 
"  what  is  the  nature  of  the  dignity,  which  is  attributed 
*  to  the  Pope  or  Bilhop  of  Rome.    The  effence  of  it 

46  indeed 


72 

"  indeed  is  comprehended  in  Mr.-  Burke's  definition,**- 
— "  all  the  authority  which  Chrift  exercifed  on  earth." 
Mr.  B.  gave  no  definition  of  the  Roman  Pontiff's  au- 
thority in  p.  30,  and  31,  which  the  Ex.  cites  Mr.  B. 
offered  a  peremptory  reafon  to  fhew  that  J.  Chrift  had 
conferred  no  temporal  power  or  civil  authority  on  Pe- 
ter. In  order  to  evince  this  truth  Mr.  B.  advances 
what  is  inconteftibly  true,  "  that  the  powers,  which  J. 
£  Chrift  conferred  on  Peter  are  not  greater  than  thefe, 
"  which  he  himfelf  exercifed  on  earth,  whilft  he  re- 
"  mained  on  it  as  a  mortal  man ;"  in  the  clofe  of  that 
paragraph  Mr.  B.  faid  that  the  only  authority  which 
he  vefted  in  Peter  was  that  which  he  himfelf,  whilft 
in  his  mortal  ftate  and  vifible  here  on  earth  exercifed  ;, 
and  ^having  fliewn  that  J.  Chrift  exercifed  no  temporal 
authority  on  earth,  he  concluded  that  Peter  poffefTed  no 
fuch  authority  ;  he  added  that  J.  Chrift  did  not  com- 
municate to  Peter  all  the  powers  which  he  pofTeffed 
even  as  a  mortal  man :  becaufe  fome  of  them  are  in* 
communicable,  the  Ex.  cites  this  laft  fentence,  but  fup- 
preffes  the  terms  a  mortal  man  which  determine  the 
ienfe  of  the  phrafe.  They  were  not  to  his  purpofe. 
With  what  propriety  then  does  this  Ex.  charge  Mr.  B. 
with  having  attributed  to  the  Pope  all  the  powers 
which  J.  Chrift  exercifed  on  earth  ? 

The  confufed  manner  in  which  he  pretends  to  ftate 
our  doftrines  in  that  behalf  would  require  a  volume  to 
unravel  it.  Why  pretend  to  write  on  a  fubje£l  with 
which  he  feems  totally  unacquainted  ?  or  if  he  has  been 
forced  to  write,  why  not  endeavour  to  know  fomcthing 
of  the  matter  ?  from  titles  which  he  in  our  name  libe- 
rally bellows  on  the  Pope,  he  concludes  for  us,  that  the 
Pope  is  infallible.  Would  to  the  heavens  he  were  im- 
peccable !  we  know  to  our  coft  that  he  is  not.  How- 
ever to  this  firft  conclufion  the  writer  replies  that  the 
Ex.  may  believe  the  Pope  infallible  or  not,  without 
ceafing  to  be  an  Orthodox  Catholic.  To  his  fecond 
conciufiouj  that  is,  that  the  Pope  enjoys  full  power 
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over  all  nations  and  kingdoms,  the  writer  replies  that 
Mr.  Burke  has  fliewn  in  that  very  Letter  of  Inftruciion, 
under  Examination,  that  the  Pope  does  not  poflefs  an 
atom  of  civil  power  or  temporal  jurifdi£Hon  over  any 
one  town  or  village  in  the  whole  world  beyond  the 
territories  which  he  governs  as  a  temporal  Prince.  To 
the  Exrs.  next  conclufion  the  reply  is  fnnple,  "  the 
**  Pope,"  fays  the  Ex.   "  is  above  all  Councils :"  A 
General  Council  is  not  celebrated  without  the  Pope's 
concurrence  and  approbation,  never  was,  nor  ever  will 
be,  'tis  a  manifeft  abfurdity  to  pretend  that  the  Pope- 
out  of  Council  is  greater  than  himfelf  united  with  the 
body  of  Paftors  in  Council,  an  abfurdity  which  no  Ca- 
tholic ever  believed  or  afferted.    If  refradtory  men  af- 
fume,  to  themfelves  the  name  of  a  Council,  we  call  iir 
an  unlawful  affembly  poffeffed  of  no  authority  at  alt 
Does  the  Ex.  imagine  that  half  a  dozen  apoftate  Monks 
affembled  in  fome  corner  of  Germany  without  miftioii 
or  authority,  form  a  general  Council  reprelenting  that 
Church  of  J.  Chrift,  which  is  difperfed  over  the  whole 
Chriftian  world?  "  to  him,"  continues  the  Ex. — that 
is  to  the  Pope, — "  all  Catholics  are  bound  to  promile 
"  due  obedience."    Yes,  in  fpirituak;  in  all  that  re- 
gards temporal  power  and  civil  jurifcliclion,  they  owe 
him  no  obedience  at  all — they   promife  him  none. 
"  And  under  his  authority,  the  Romifh  Church  is  the 
"  only  Catholic  and  Apoftolic  Church."    We  Catho- 
lics believe  the  Church  of  Chrift  to  be  one,  'tis  an  ar- 
ticle of  theNiccne  Creed  which  the  Ex.  is  fworn  to  be- 
lieve. All  the  different  Churches  fo  called  in  a  limited 
fenfe  as  the  Church  of  Alia  or  Africa.,  &c.  in  communion 
with  the  See  of  Rome,  are  but  integrant  parts  of  that 
one  whole,  the  Catholic  Church,  as  the  branches  are 
integrant  parts  of  the  tree,  not  the  tree  itfelf,  which  is 
compofed  of  the  root,  ftock  and  branches;  or  as  the  dif- 
ferent members  of  the  human  body  are  integrant  parts 
of  the  body,  not  the  body  itfelf,  which  is  compofed  of 
the  head,  the  trunk,  and  the  members ;  and  as  the 
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Church  of  J.  Chrift  is  a  living  body,  'tis  animated  by 
the  fame  fpirit,  thinks  and  fpeaks  the  fame  language. 
1  Jence  the  Apoftle  Paul  fays,  "  that  faith  is  one  mia 
"  pijiis. —  Ep.  iv.  5. — and  elfewhere  he  fays,  "  tl;    ;  pu 
may  think  the  fame  thing  have  the  fame  charity,  be 
"  of  the  fame  mind  fumpfuchoi. — Phil.  ii.  2.  thinking 
"  the  fame  one  thing  to  cn  phronountes"    The  Appir 
tie  was  fo  far  from  permitting  the  faithful  to  think  and 
fpeakeach  man  according  to  his  own  fancy  in  rn,aj 
of  faith,  that  three  feverai  times,  in  the  fame 
he  orders  them  to  be  unanimous  in  the  fame  faith 
charity. 

As  the  branches  receive  their  nourifhment  fn 
root  through  the  ftock,  not  the  flock  from  the 
ches ;  and  in  like  manner  the  members  receive  tl 
nourifhment  from  the  body,  not  the  body  from 
members,  hence  it  follows  that  a  branch  may  be  k 
ped  from  the  ftock,  or  a  member,  which  is  but  an  t 
tegrant  part,  may  be  retrenched  from  the  body,  wil 
out  deftroying  the  body  ;  but  the  head,  being  an  efien- 
tial  part,  cannot  be  fevered  from  the  body  without  r 
■deftrudtion  of  the  individual.    From  this  r.eafonicg  tis 
manifeft  that  any  national  Church,  fo  called  in.  a  li7 
mited  fenfe,  being  but  an  integrant  part  of  the  Catho- 
lic Church,  may  be  lopped  off  and  fall  into  ruins.;  but 
tie  body  of  the  Catholic  Church  united  to  its  head  ne- 
ver can,  becaufe  'tis  the  body  of  J.  Chrift  as  St.  Paul 
exprefsly  teaches  in  many  places. — "  And  he,  (that  is 
"  God  the  Father,)  gave  him,  J.  C.  who  is  head  over 
44  ail  things  uper  panta,  to  the  Church,  which  is  his 
"  body.  fyk.  i.  22,  23.  And  alfo  diligently  preferving 
n  the  unity  of  the  fpirit  in  the  bond  of  peace,  one  body  and 
"  one  fpirit,  iv.  5,  4."    'Tis  the  Holy  Ghoft,  that 
animates  this  body,  it  muft  therefore  at  all  times  be  a 
living  body :  for  'tis  blafphemy  to  aflert  that  the  body 
of  J.  Chrift  fhould  die,  or  that  the  Holy  Ghoft,  who 
fe  itfelf  and  author  of  life  fhould  animate  a  carcafe. 

The  Ex.  fays,  p.  45% — "  taking  for  his  ground  work 
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"  that  the  church  of  Rome  is  the  only  true  church  he  Mr. 
"  B.  denies  the  validity  of  all  other  ordinations."  This 
"  aflertionhas  no  foundation  either  in  Mr.  JS's  Let.  or 
in  truth  :  Mr.  B.  never  denied  the  validity  of  the  ordina- 
tion of  Minifter s  in  any  Church,  nor  inquired  whether 
their  ordinations  were  invalid  or  not :  'twas  foreign  to 
his  purpofe.  And  the  Writer  begs  leave  to  inform  this 
Rev.  Ex.  that  Catholics  have  at  all  times  believed  the 
validity  of  ordination  amongft  the  Avians,  who  de- 
nied the  divinity  of  j.  Chrift  ;  amongft  the  Nejlorians, 
Eutychians,  Donatifts,  &c.  and  no  Catholic  ever 
doubted  the  validity  of  ordination  amongft  the  remains 
of  thefe  fe&aries  yet  icattered  in  the  Eaft.  If  Tome 
Catholics  difpute  the  validity  of  the  Englifh  ordination, 
that's  a  queftion  of  faft,  not  of  faith  :  the  account  gi- 
ven by  Parfons,  Fitzherbert,  Holyicood,  and  Champney^ 
of  the  confecration  of  Meflrs  Parker?  Jewel,  Horn,  &c. 
the  firft  Proteftant  Bifhop's  in  Queen  Elizabeth's  days 
at  the  fign  of  the  Nag's  Head,  in  Cheapfide,  has  a  far- 
cical appearance.  'Tis  denied  by  BramhalU  Mafony 
and  fome  others,  the  reafons  offered  on  both  fides  may 
be  the  fubje6t  matter  of  a  curious  and  critical  difcui- 
fion,  which  no  Catholic  is  obliged  to  make. 

The  Ex.  borrowing  fome  hackneyed  arguments, 
.  which  have  been  folidly  refuted  many  years  before  his 
birth,  enters  on  a  ferious  controverfy,  a  controversy 
which  of  all  others  he  ought  to  avoid.  It  has  proved 
ruinous  to  every  new  modelled  fyftem  which  has  re- 
lieved the  minifters  of  religion  from  all  the  painful  du- 
ties, which  the  fimplicity  of  our  anceftors  thought  at- 
tached to  their  ftate  ;  and  opened  to  them  all  thefe  en- 
joyments and  pleafures  which  the  feverity  of  Catholic 
difcipline  denied  them. 

The  infallibility  in  do6trinal  decifions  claimed  by 
the  Catholic  Church  is,  fays  our  Ex.  a  miracle.  By  a 
miracle  was  hitherto  oinderftood  a  temporary  fufpen- 
fion  of  fome  eftabliflicd  law  of  nature  in  the  \iiibic 
world:  all  natural  agents,  by  that  power  of  agency 

K  %  whick 


16 


which  they  hold  from  the  author  of  nature,  in  fimilar 
circumftanees  produce  fimilar  effects.  That  fuch  an 
agent  fhould  poffefs  fuch  a  power  is  abfolutely  depen- 
dent on  the  will  of  the  Creator  ;  that  thefe  powers  are 
inherent  in  natural  agents  we  learn  from  experience : 
thus  for  example  that  a  ftone  gravitates  we  know  by 
invariable  experience  ;  if  this  tendeney  to  the  centre 
be  fu'fpended  by  a  vifible  agent  'tis  a  greater  power 
which  overcomes  a  lefs,  in  it  there  is  nothing  uncom- 
mon ;  but  if  this  tendency  to  the  centre  -be  fufpended 
by  an  invifible  agent,  it  excites  admiration  in  the  be- 
holders, and  is  called  a  miracle,  quia  miranditm.  Mi- 
racles are  known  to  the  perfons  who  are  prefentby  the 
teftimony  of  their  fenfes,  to  others  by  the  teftimony  of 
witneffes,  to  future  generations  by  oral  tradition. 
Thus  Jofue,  Caleb,  and  their  cotemporaries  believed  the 
miracles  wrought  by  Mofes  on  the  teftimony  of  their 
fenfes,  their  children  born  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  knew 
-them  on  the  teftimony  of  their  fathers,  and  we  know 
them  but  by  tradition  :  for  though  they  be  written  in 
the  Pentateuch,  'tis  by  tradition  we  know  the  Penta- 
teuch to  be  authentic,  and  to  contain  the  word  of  God ; 
if  we  know  it  to  be  infallibly  true  that  thefe  miracles 
were  wrought,  the  witnefs  which  attefts  it  muft  be 
infallibly  true:  otherwife  we  might  know  facts  to  be 
infallibly  true  on  the  teftimony  of  a  fallible  witnefs. 
'Tig  on  the  teftimony  of  the  Church,  this  day,  now  in 
being,  that  we  know  thefe  miraculous  facts  to  have 
happenned :  hecaufe  'tis  on  her  teftimony  that  we 
know  the  books  in  which  they  are  related  to  be  divine. 
We  muft  therefore  either  believe  her  teftimony  infal- 
libly true,  or  ceafe  to  be  Chriftians.  Thus  all  thefe 
fpecious  arguments,  which  our  Ex.  has  borrowed  from 
men.,  whole  object  was  not  truth,  but  merely  to  give 
faliehood  fome  colour  of  truth,  are  by  this  fimple  rea- 
lonuig  which  bears  no  reply,  fhewn  to  be  fallacious. 

To  call  that  which  is  in  the  ordinary  cdurfe  of  God's 
providence  a  miracle,  is  a  manireft  abfurdity  :  with 
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equal  propriety  the  riling  and  fetting  of  the  fun,  and 
the  variety  of  feafons  depending  on  the  earth's  relative 
pofition,  may  be  called  miraculous  ;  for  this  variety  is 
not  more  neceflary  to  fulfil  the  views  of  the  Creator, 
in  the  natural  order  of  the  vifible  world,  than  the  in- 
fallibility of  the  Church  to  fulfil  the  views  of  the  Re- 
deemer in  the  fupernatural  order:  for  fince,  according 
to  the  order  which  he  has  eftabliftied,  'tis  by  believing 
the  truths  which  he  has  taught,  and  obferving  the  law, 
which  he  has  inftituted  that  his  elect  till  the  end  of 
time  are  to  be  faved,  'twas  indifpenfably  neceffary  that 
he  mould  s;ive  them  an  infallible  rule  to  know  the 
truths  which  they  muft  believe,  and  the  rules  of  ac- 
tion, which  they  muft  obferve  ;  no  other  rule  has  been 
given  but  the  uninterrupted  tradition  of  the  Catho- 
lic Church.  In  vain  the  Ex.  has  recourie  to  the 
Scriptures  :  it  has  been  ftiewn  decisively  already  more 
than  once  that  the  Scriptures  themfelves  cannot  be 
known  but  by  the  teftimony  of  the  Church,  hence  'tis 
evident  that  this  infallibility  in  doctrinal  decifions  is  io 
far  from  being  miraculous,  that  'tis  indifpenfably  ne- 
ceflary to  fulfil  the  Redeemer's  views. 

In  a  feries  of  propofitions  our  Ex.  undertakes  to 
prove  that  this  infallibility  is  a  miracle.  His  firft  pro- 
portion fcarcely  defer ves  a  refutation.  Man,  he  lays, 
is  a  fallible  creature.  Who  ever  doubted  it  ?  but  may 
not  this  creature  fallible  by  its  native  conftitution  be 
rendered  infallible  by  divine  afliftance?  were  not  the 
Apoftles  and  all  the  lacred  writers  men  ?  were  not 
they  by  nature  fallible  ?  yet  the  Ex.  believes,  or  at 
leaft  pretends  to  believe  their  writings  infallibly  true. 
Was  it  from  the  union  of  manv  fallible  beings  that 
this  quality  of  infallibility,  a  quality  of  the  Ex'rs,  in- 
vention, refulted  ?  no — but  from  the  divine  afliftance. 
And  may  not  the  Holy  Ghoft,  whofe  influence  ren- 
dered the  decifions  of  thefe  primitive  Paftors  of  the 
Church  infallible,  continue  to  direct  the  Paftors  of  the 
Church  to  the  end  of  timer  is  his  power  dimimthed? 
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are  his  cares  of*  the  Church  leflened  ?  his  promifes  for- 
gotten  ?  in  a  word,  the  Church  of  the  prefent  day  is 
it  lefs  immediately  under  the  proteftion  of  J.  Chrift  its 
founder,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft  its  inftruftor  than  'twas 
in  former  days  ?  but  how  is  this  infallibility  to  be  pro- 
ved ?  to  this  the  writer  replies  by  a  queftion  of  the 
fame  import :  how  was  the  infallibility  of  the  Scrip- 
ture writers  proved  ?  they  wrought  miracles.  Many 
of  the  facred  penman  are  not  known  to  us.  We  don't 
know  whether  they  wrought  miracles  or  not.  Of 
thefe  we  know,  there  are  fome,  of  whofe  miracles 
we  have  no  account.  What  miracles  were  wrought 
by  the  great  prophets  Jeremias,  Ezekiel,  %acharias  ? 
they  aflerted  that  'twas  the  word  of  God  which  they 
announced.  So  did  Sedecias  the  falfe  prophet — fodid 
Martin  Lather — fo  do  many  others  of  the  fame  ftamp  ; 
but  our  Ex.  replies  :  "  that  the  teftimony  of  men  in 
u  their  own  caufe,  and  to  their  own  advantage  was  ne- 
"  ver  admitted  to  be  good  evidence  in  any  caule."  p.  49. 
We  muft  according  to  this  mode  of  reafoning  not  only 
reje6l  the  writings  of  all  the  prophets  of  whofe  miracles 
we  know  nothing ;  but  alfo  the  teftimony  of  John  Bap- 
tijl  in  his  own  favour  :  he  wrought  no  miracle  at  all ;  the 
teftimony  of  St.  Paul  when  he  laid  that  he  was  tranfpor- 
ted  into  the  heavens  and  heard  myfterious  words  arreta 
llcmata,  and  the  teftimony  of  Chrift  himfelf  when  he 
faid  that  "  all  power  in  heaven  and  earth  was  given 
u  to  him." — Mat.  lilt. 

Let  us  defcend  from  the  writers  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment  to  the  writers  of  the  New :  it  does  not  appear 
that  St.  Paul  wrought  any  miracles  to  confirm  the 
truth  of  his  Epiftle  to  the  Romans  before  he  had  feen 
them;  nor  do  we  read  of  miracles  wrought  in  confir- 
mation of  the  truth  of  any  of  his  Epiftles.  We  read, 
'tis  true,  in  the  Scriptures  of  many  miracles  wrought, 
fome  by  the  writers  themfelves,  and  fome  by  others  of 
the  fame  religious  profeflion.  All  thefe  are  teftimonies 
of  men  in  their  own  favour,  confequentlv  of  no  force, 
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if  the  ExVs.  reafoning  be  conclufive ;  finally,  though 
we  mav  admit  that  miracles  were  wrought  in  confir- 
mation of  the  truth  contained  in  all  the  Canonical 
books,  not  one  of  thefe  miracles  were  wrought  in  the 
prelence  of  the  Ex.  he  therefore  can  have  no  certainty 
of  their  exiftence  but  by  the  teftimony  of  that  Church 
i:i  whofe  hands  the  Scriptures  were  found.  Hence  it 
ivs  that  this  Ex.  whether  he  will  or  not,  muft  have 
I  ecourfe  to  the  teftimony  of  the  Church  for  truth:  be-, 
cauie  he  cannot  find  it  elfewhere. 

jj  he  Ex'rs.  reafoning  would  have  been  juftly  and 
with  great  truth  and  propriety  applied  to  a  Luther,  a 
Bucer,  a  Melancton,  and  to  all  fuch  intruders 
and  innovators,  who  impudently  affume  pow- 
ers and  authority  to  which  they  have  no  legal  right, 
nor  even  a  diftant  claim,  and  of  which  they  give  no 
other  proof  but  their  own  bare  aflfertion ;  but  to  tell 
men  legally  vefted  with  power  and  authority,  that  their 
teftimony  is  of  no  force,  is  offenfive  to  common  fenfe  : 
would  the  Ex.  dare  tell  the  Britifh  Parliament  that 
their  teftimony  in  favour  of  the  privileges  of  their  body 
is  of  no  force?  they  might  be  tempted,  by  force,  to 
chaftife  fuch  infolence. 

Can  this  Ex.  prevail  upon  himfelf  to  admit  that  we 
Catholics  difperled  over  the  Chriftian  world  in  commu- 
nion with  the  See  of  Rome,  believe  in  tranfubftanti- 
ation  ?  that  we  believe  it  lawful  and  laudable  to  pray 
for  the  fouls  of  the  faithful  ?  will  he  admit  that  the  Pre- 
lates who  compofed  the  Council  of  Trent  folemnlv  de- 
clared that  thefe  were  the  fettled  doctrines  of  all  the 
Churches  in  communion  with  the  See  of  Rome  in 
1517,  when  Martin  Luther  firft  oppofed  the  Pope  r 
will  he  admit  that  the  Prelates,  who  compofed  the 
General  Council  of  Latran,  in  1215,  declared,  "  that 
"  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Altar,  the  body  and  blood 
"  of  Chrift  is  truly  contained  under  the  appearances  of 
bread  and  wine."  This  is  a  teftimony  of  Catholic 
Prelates  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  which  they  believed 


and  taught,  and  was  univerfally  believed  and  taught  in 
their  days.    Will  he  admit  the  teftimony  of  the  Pre- 
lates,  who  compofed  the  firft  General  Council  of  Nice, 
m  the  year  325,  in  favour  of  the  fame  doclrine  ?  thus 
we  read  in  the  Acts  of  that  Council :  "  item,  Here 
"  in  the  divine  table  let  us  not  be  abjectly  intent  on  the/ 
"  bread  and  cup  expofed  to  view  :  but  elevating  our 
"  minds  by  faith  let  us  underftand  that  the  Lamb  of 
"  God,  who  taketh  away  the  fins  of  the  world,  is  pla- 
"  ced  on  the  facred  table  ;  that  he  is  in  an  unbloody 
"  manner  facrified  by  the  Priefts ;  and  that  we  truly 
. "  receiving  his  precious  body  and  blood  believe  them 
"  to  be  the  lymbols  of  our  refurreclion ;  for  this  we 
"  don't  receive  much  but  little,  that  wemavknow  that 
"  they  are  not  received  to  fatiety,  but  to  fanctification." 
This  teftimony  is  admitted  to  be  genuine  by  Proteftant 
Writers  of  greateft  note.    By  John  Occolompade,  in 
his  dialogue  with  Nathaniel,  bv  John  Calvin. — Lib, 
4.  Ins.  Cap.  17.    By  Peter  Boquin,  &c.  'tis  true  they 
make  fome  filly  attempts  to  diftort  the  words  of  the 
Council  from  their  natural  and  evidently  intended  fig- 
nification  :  as  if  the  Council  exhorted  the  faithful  to 
receive  Chrift  by  faith  in  the  Heavens,  though  the 
Prelates  fay  in  terms  as  ftrong  as  language  can  furnifh, 
i6.  that  he  is  facrificed  in  an  unbloody  manner  by  the 
"  Priefts ;  that  we  truly  receive  his  precious  body  and 
46  blood  the  ivmbols,  that  is  the  pledges  of  our  refiir- 
4<  reclion." 

And  what  does  this  Ex.  think  of  the  teftimony  of  the 
difeiplesof  the  great  St.  Andrew,  who  wrote  the  Acts 
of  his  martyrdom  at  which  they  were  prefent  ?  they  tell 
us  that  the  Apoftle  ordered  by  the  Pro-conful  /Egeas 
to  facrifice  to  the  Gods,  replied,  "  I  facrifice  every  day 
44  the  immaculate  Lamb  to  the  Almighty  God  .... 
"  Who  though  truly  facrificed  and  his  flefh  truly  eaten 
"  by  the  people,  perfeveres  entire."  When  the  Pro- 
conful  derirous  of  knowing  how  'twas  poffible  that  the 
Lamb  could  be  eaten  and  yet  remain  living  and  entire, 
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threatened  to  force  the  Apoftle  by  torments  to  explain 
to  him  this  myftery  of  religion,  St.  Andxv.  replied  "  that 
**  'twas  not  poffible  to  come  to  a  knowledge  of  this  my- 
"  ftery  without  faith  in  Chrift/'  If  the  bread  and  wme# 
as  innovators  pretend,  had  been  received  (imply  in  com- 
memoration of  the  death  of  Chrift,  there  was  nothing 
more  ealy  than  to  tell  him,  that  'twas  not  the  Lainbit- 
felf  that  was  eaten  but  the  figure  of  the  Lamb,  which 
any  man  poffeffed  of  common  fenfe  would  have  under- 
ftood  on  the  expolition. 

The  authenticity  of  this  teftimony  has  never  been 
difputed,  nor  has  the  writer  ever  heard  of  any  attempt 
made  by  invators  to  elude  the  force  of  it. 

This  is  a  fpecimen  of  that  tradition  by  which  Ca- 
tholics evince  the  truth  of  their  doflrine.  They,  fliew 
by  teftimonies,  which  their  adverfaries  are  forced  to 
acknowledge  genuine,  that  the  do£irines  which  they 
now  believe  and  teach,  were  believed  and  taught  in 
every  age  of  the  Church  fince  the  Apoftles  days. 
Thence  they  infer  that  they  are  the  do6hines  taught 
by  the  Apoftles,  and  the  inference  is  fo  forcibly  conclu- 
sive, that  all  efforts  to  elude  it  are  vain.  As  the  writer 
does  not  write  a  treatife  on  the  Eucharift,  he  omits  the 
intermediate  teftimonies  of  this  Catholic  truth,  which 
are  numerous  in  all  the  different  ages  of  the  Church. 

When  this  Ex.  fays,  that  he  muft  totally  obje£r.  to 
tradition,  he  enters  a  proteft  againft  all  the  writers, 
who  have  appeared  before  Martin  Lathers  clays,  and 
againft  all  the  different  Councils  which  were  affembled 
at  different  times  both  in  the  Eaft  and  Weft.  But  will 
this  Ex.  give  us  fimple  men  leave,  who  do  not  eafily 
conceive  that  an  obfeure  Monk  in  Saxony  was  more 
intelligent  than  the  Jiifliiis^  the  Aujlins,  the  Gregory  sy 
the  Jeroms,  than  all  the  Paftors  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
not  only  in  his  own  time,  but  during  a  fpace  of  1500 
years  before,  will  he,  once  more,  permit  us  to  believe 
that  thefe  men  knew  the  doflrine  which  they  them- 
selves taught,  that  they  knew  the  do6lrine  which  was 
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univerfally  taught  In  the  Church  r  if  lb,  the  controver- 
fy  is  at  an  end.  For  by  tradition  we  Catholics  under- 
ftand  neither  lefs  nor  more  than  the  doctrines  taught 
by  the  Apoftles  to  their  immediate  difciples  and  fuc^ 
cellbrs  in  the  paftoral  charge,  and  tranfmitted  to  us  in 
regular  fucceffion,  thefe  we  know  from  the  nniverfal 
practice  of  the  Church  and  the  concurring  teftimony 
of  its  Paftors  and  Teachers ;  and  the  man  who  does 
not  believe  thefe  doctrines  true  is  not  aChriftian. 

Let  us  conllder  this  argument  of  our  Ex.  in  another 
point  of  view,  it  being  the  firft  he  muft  have  thought 
it  the  moft  conclufive,  "  the  teftimony  of  men  in  their 
"  own  caufe  and  to  their  own  advantage  was  never  ad- 
"  mitted  to  be  good  evidence  in  anv  caufe."  Will  this 
Ex.  tell  us  from  whom  we  may  learn  the  doctrine 
taught  by  the  Paftors  of  the  Catholic  Church  if  not 
from  themielves?  fhall  we  have  recourfe  to  the  Jews 
or  Mahometans  ?  they  know  nothing  of  the  matter;— 
mall  we  learn  it  from  Proteftants  ?  there  were  none 
before  the  reformation  in  1517.  From  whom  fhall  we 
learn  the  privileges,  prerogatives,  and  ufages  of  Par- 
liament if  not  from  themfelves  or  the  public  records 
kept  by  the  proper  officers  under  their  infpection  ? 
where  was  the  Court  before  which  the  Romijh  Clergy ^ 
under  which  denomination  all  the  Paftors  of  the  Ca- 
tholic Church  difperfed  over  the  Chriftian  world  muft: 
be  underftood,  was  to  appear,  and  plead?  we  always 
find  the  Chief  Paftors  affembled  in  Council,  compo- 
fng  the  Court  and  deciding  all  controverfies  which 
arofe  amongft  individuals  ;  condeming  all  novelties  as 
inconfiftent  with  the  eftablifhed  and  fettled  doctrines, 
which  from  the  very  nature  of  things  they  muft  have 
known,  as  thefe  and  thefe  only  were  publicly  taught  in 
ail  their  refpe£tive  Churches ;  nor  do  we  find  that  they 
ever  referred  the  contending  parties  to  the  Scriptures 
for  a  decilion :  thus  the  Apoftles  in  the  Council  of  Je- 
ruialem,  Acts  xv.  decided  the  controversy  on  the  legal 
ceremonies ;  the  Council  of  Nice  decided  the  contro- 
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veriy  againft  the  Arians,  who  denied  the  divinity  of 
J.  Chrift.    In  the  year  325,  the  Council  of  Constan- 
tinople condemned  the  Macedonians,  who  denied  the 
divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  381 ;  the  lft  of  Ephcfus 
condemned  the  Neftorians,  who  introduced  two  per- 
fons  in  Chrift  in  431  ;  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  con- 
demned the  Eutychians,  who  confounded  the  divine 
and  human  natures  in  Chrift  in  45 1 ;  the  3rd  of  Con- 
ftantinople  condemned  the  Monothelites  fo  called  be- 
caufe  that  they  believed  in  Chrift  but  one  will,  in  680; 
the  fecond  of  Nice  in  787  condemned  the  Iconoclafts 
or  Image  Breakers  ;  a  Council  at  Rome,  in  1050,  con- 
demned Bere?igarius9  the  firffc  who  denied  tranlubftan- 
tiation,  though  not  the  real  prefence  of  J.  Chrift  in  the 
Holy  Sacrament  of  the  Eucharift.    As  this  error  has 
been  lince  revived  and  is  now  prevalent  in  all  reformed 
Churches,  it  may  not  be  amifs  to  give  a  fhort  account 
of  its  author,  taken  from  cotemporary  writers :  he  was 
a  profelTor  at  Tours,  Archdeacon  of  Angers,  took  of- 
fence at  Lantfranc  :  who  taught  with  great  celebrity 
at  the  Monaftery  of  Bee  in  Normandy,  made  heavy 
complaints  againft  him,  becaufe  many  had  left  his  own 
fchool  to  go  to  that  of  Lantfranc ;  in  this  perturbed 
ftate  of  mind,  he  began  to  publilh  his  error,  which 
was  immediately  refuted  by  Lantfranc  and  others, 
condemned  by  the  Bifhops  Adebnan,  of  Breicia,  and 
Hugh,  of  Langres.    In  their  letters  to  Berengarius, 
they  reproached  him  with  being  the  firft  author  of  this 
Error,   and  ferioufly   admoniihed  1  him    to  retracl, 
Guitmundas,  Lib.  3,  near  the  end,  fays,  "  notissimum 
J*  ejl  hoc  tempore  prius  quam  Bercngariu.f  imankset, 
"  hujus  modi  vesanias  nusquamfuisse" — *$  'Tispublic- 
M  ly  known  that  before  Bercngarius  s  madneis  iuch 
"  folly  was  no  where.'"    And  we  know  from  PaJ'cha- 
fins  that  in  865  when  he  wrote  there  was  no  fuch  fol- 
ly in  the  world:  in  his  book  on  the  words  of  the  infti- 
tution  this  is  my  Body,  he  fays,  "  that  though  there 
"  were  fome  who  moved  fome  queftions  on  the  truth 
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u  of  Ch  rift's  Body  In  the  Sacrament,  there  was  no  man 
u  who  publicly  denied  it.  He  alludes  to  John  Scotus, 
and  Bertram  a  Monk  of  Corbie ;  in  whole  writings 
there  are  fome  incoherent  ambiguities  on  the  queftion. 
"  Though  fome  through  ignorance  err,  faid  Pafchajids, 
w  there  is  no  body  yet  in  public,  who  contradicts  this  to 
"  be  fo,  which  the  world  believes  and  confeffes." 
Lanifrane  in  his  Letter  to  Berengarius,  defcribes  the 
aftcnifhment  of  the  Prelates  affembled  in  Council  un-  < 
der  Leo  the  IX.  when  Berengers  Letter  was  read  in 
which  'twas  afferted  that  Chrift  was  not  fubftantially 
prefent  in  the  Eucharift — a  contradiction  not  only  to 
the  Catholic  Faith  but  to  the  univerfal  practice  of  the 
Chriftian  world.  In  his  laft  bookagainft  Bcrenger,  he 
fays,  "  aik  all  thefe  who  have  any  knowledge  of  our 
"  language  and  our  learning ;  aik  the  Greeks,  the  Ar- 
"  menians,  aik  Chriftians  of  any  ^denomination  or  na- 
"  tion,  with  one  voice  they  will  all  atteft  that  they 
"  hold  this  faith."  Ber.  finding  himfelf  con- 
demned by  all  Chriftians,  retracted  his  errors ;  but 
through  that  inconftancy  which  charactenfes  all  inno- 
vators and  pretended  reformers,  reiapfed,  was  again 
condemed,  retracted  once  more,  and  died  at  length  in 
the  communion  of  the  Church.  His  followers  were 
few,  and  foon  disappeared ;  the  Error  was  revived  by 
Wiclef  SCO  years  after,  but  confined  to  a  few  in  Eng- 
land, who  alfo  difappeared  in  a  Ihort  time  ;  and  fo  uni- 
verfal was  the  doctrine  of  the  real  prefence  of  C  hrift  in 
the  Eucharift  in  ^he  year  1518,  when  Carloftadt  and 
%uingtui$  began  to  innovate,  that  Zuinghds  himfelf, 
in  his  commentaries  on  the  true  and  falfe  religion, 
fays  Cap.  de  Eu.  that  at  firft  he  had  acted  in  a  very 
private  manner,  and  had  conferred  with  a  few  friends 
on  prcpofing  his  new  do&rine.  He  feared  to  give 
public  offence  by  introducing  a  novelty  contradicted  by 
the  practice  of  the  Chriftian  world. 

As  foon  as  this  new  doctrine  appeared,  Luther  him- 
felf, jealous  perhaps  of  npt  having  the  honor  of  the  in- 
vention 
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vention,  undertook  a  defence  of  the  real  prefence  of 
Chriftin  the  Eucharift.    His  difpute  with  Carlofladt 
on  thisfubject  commenced  in  a  comical  manner  :  Car- 
lofladt, baniihed  from  Wirtemberg,  retired  to  Ode- 
monde,  a  city  of  Thuringia.    He   there  preached 
againft  Luther,  whom  he  called  a  flatterer  of  the  Pope 
becaufe  he  had  retained  fome  parts  of  the  Mats ;  he 
was  very  wrong :    Luther  did  not  flatter  the  Pope. 
This  however  excited  tumults  in  Orlemonde.  Lu- 
ther was  fent  by  the  Elector  of  Saxony  to  appeafe  the 
troubles  :  on  his  way  he  preached  at  Iene,  in  prefence 
of  Carloftadt,  called  him  a  feditious  fellow ;  after  the 
fermon  Carloftadt  came  to  an  Inn  at  the  fign  of  the 
Black  Bear,  where  Luther  lodged ;  there  he  told  Lu- 
ther that  he  could  not  bear  his  opinion  of  the  real  pre- 
fence.   Luther,  who  was  not  remarkable  for  modefty, 
defied  him  to  write  againft  him  (Luther)  and  promi- 
led  him  a  florin  of  gold,  if  he  undertook  it ;  Carlojiadt 
put  the  florin  in  his  pocket;  they  fhook  hands,  promi- 
fed  each  other  fair  play.    Luther  drank  to  Carloftadt 9s 
health  and  to  the  work  which  he  had  then  in  embryo. 
Carlofladt  anfwered  in  the  fame  ftrain,  fwallowed  a 
bumper,  and  thus  the  war  began  the  22d  of  Auguft, 
1524,  which  continues  yet  between  the  Lutherans  and 
Zuinglians — their  parting  is  amufing  enough  : — "  may 
"  I  fee  you  on  the  wheel,"  fays  Carlofladt  to  Luther  ; 
"  may  you  break  your  neck  before  you  leave  the  town," 
replies  Luther — and  fo  they  parted.    The  fact  is  thus 
related  by  Hofpinian,  a  Proteftant  writer,  Par.  3  v.  ad 
An.  1524,  and  by  Luther  himfelf,  in  his  letter  to  Ar- 
gentin.  Epis.  ad.  Ag.  S.  7.    In  a  letter  which  Hofpi- 
niangive$L2  part  ad  An.  1534,  Luther  fays,  "  the  Pa- 
"  pifts  themielves  are  forced  to  give  me  the  praife  of 
"  having  defended  better  than  they  the  doctrine  of  the 
M  literal  fcn'fc ;  and  in  fact  I  am  fure  that  though  they 
"  were  all  melted  together,  they  could  never  maintain, 
"  fo  ftrongly  as  I."    This  boaft  of  Luther  was  ill- 
founded  ;  for  the  difciples  of  Zuinglius  and  Carlofladt 
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fhewed  by  invincible  proofs  that,  if  the  literal  fenfe  of 
the  words  of  inftitution,  this  is  my  Body,  be  the  in- 
tended fenfe,  tranfubftantiation  muft  be  admitted,  not 
that  confubftantiation  which  Luther  had  fubftituted, 
and  which  the  Lutherans  continue  to  believe.  Truth 
claims  no  protection  from  the  abbettors  of  error  ;  light 
and  darknefs  exclude  each  the  other :  the  reader  will 
pardon  this  digreffion.  Let  us  refume  the  Council  of 
Conftance  in  1413,  condemned  Wiclef's  Errors  revived 
in  part  by  Jphn  Hufs,  and  finally  the  Council  of 
Trent  in  1564,  condemned  Luther's  Errors,  and  a 
multiplicity  of  others,  which  at  that  unlucky  epoch 
began  to  disfigure  the  face  of  Chriftianity.  Thus  we 
fee  the  conduct  of  the  Church  has  been  uniformly  the 
fame  fince  the  Apoftles  days  :  whenever  a  new  doc- 
trine was  introduced  and  from  that  attachment  to  no- 
velty and  impatience  of  reftraint  which  flatters  our  vi- 
tiated inclinations,  obtained  followers,  the  chief  Paf- 
tors  affembled ;  they  examined  the  doctrine  propofed, 
compared  it  with  the  do£irine  univerfally  eftablifhed, 
which  they  of  all  neceffity  muft  have  known.  Find- 
ing it  inconfiftent  with  the  fettled  dodrine  of  the 
church  univerfally  taught  and  believed,  they  cenfured 
it,  declaring  it  no  part  of  the  depofite  of  faith,  no  part 
of  the  doctrine  once  delivered  to  the  Saints  which  St. 
Jude  recommends,  i.  6. 

To  pretend  as  the  Ex.  does  that  they  are  judges  in 
their  own  caule  is  an  artifice  intended  to  amufe  the  un- 
informed, and  divert  their  attention  from  the  real  ftate 
of  the  queftion  :  the  Prelates  are  witneffes  of  the  faith, 
which  is  univerfal,  that  is  Catholic,  which  they  recei- 
ved from  their  predeceffors  and  judges  of  the  contro- 
verfy  which  is  introduced  by  turbulent  individuals,  ex- 
prefsly  to  difturb  the  peace  and  harmony  of  Chrift's 
flock,  over  whom  thefe  Prelates  are  placed  by  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  if  we  believe  St.  Paul  "  attend  to  yourfelves  and 
"  to  the  whole  flock,  in  which  the  H.  G.  has  placed  you 
*k  Bifhops  \  episcopaus*  to  rule  6  poiwianeari  the  Church 
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f  of  God,  which  he  has  acquired  with  his  blood,"  T  he 
Apoftle  did  not  order  the  flock  to  attend  to  the  care  of 
their  Bifhops  and  rule  them ;  he  did  not  direct:  a  fu- 
rious Monk  to  defert  his  Convent,  to  break  his 
vows  and  oaths,  to  difregard  all  engagements  divine  and 
human,  free  himfelf  from  all  reftraints  of  religion,  and, 
mafk  his  apoftacy  under  the  pretence  of  reforming  re- 
ligion. No,  obedience  is  the  duty  which  he  recom- 
mends to  him,  "  obey,"  fays  the  Apoftle  writing  to  the 
Hebrews,  "  your  guides  igoumenois  and  be  fubject  to 
"  them  itpeikete,  for  they  watch  over  your  fouls  as  being' 
"  accomptable,  bs  logan  apodofontes"  xiii.  17,  Nor 
did  the  Apoftle  refer  the  faithful  to  the  Scriptures  ;  but 
to  their  guides,  from  them  they  were  to  learn  the  truths^ 
of  faith  and  the  maxims  of  Chriftian  morality. 

Our  Ex.  has  difcovered  by  fome  new  revelation  that 
a  great  part  of  Chrift's  life  was  fpent  in  combating  the 
Jews,  p.  48.  We  find  him  reproach  the  Scribes  and 
Pharifees  with  having  corrupted  one  of  God's  precepts 
by  their  own  tradition  that  is  by  the  falfe  interpreta- 
tion which  they  gave  that  ordinance  ;  Matt.  xv.  Mark 
vii.  he  does  not  fpeak  of  the  traditions  of  the  Jewifh 
Church  under  the  direction  of  the  High  PrienY  and 
great  Sanhedrim  the  true  Paftor  of  that  Church,  but  he 
corrects  the  falfe  interpretation  of  fome  Scribes  and 
Pharilees,  Hypocrites  who  like  all  pretended  refor- 
mers undertook  on  their  own  private  authority  to  ex- 
plain the  law  in  that  fenfe,  which  was  moil  favour- 
able to  their  intereft  and  paffions ;  when  the  Savi- 
our fpoke  of  the  lawful  Paftors  of  the  Jewifh  Church, 
whole  province  it  was  to  expound  the  law,  and  atteft 
the  truth  of  tradition,  he  ftr icily  enjoined  obedience  and 
fubmiffion  to  their  decifions  and  orders  ;  "  they  fit," 
fays  he,  "  in  Mofes's  chair,  whatfoever  they  fay  to  you, 

obferveand  do  it."  Matt,  xxiii.  2.  By  thefe  words 
the  Saviour  authorifes  the  infallibility  of  decifion  in  the 
Jewifh  Church,  which  the  Ex.  denies  to  the  Chriftian 
Church,  though  St.  Paul  exprefsly  fays  that  we  have 
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better  promiles :  Heb.  viii.  6,  Nor  docs  the  Saviour 
afcribe  this  authority  to  the  perfonal  qualities  of  the 
Jewifh  Paftors,  who  were  extremely  corrupt  in  their 
morals ;  but  to  the  chair  of  Mofes  on  which  they  fat, 
that  is  to  the  public  miniftry  which  by  God's  appoint- 
ment they  exercifed. 

The  reader  will  eafily  remark  that  the  Jews  had  no 
infallible  means  of  diftinguifhing  the  Canonical  Books 
from  fpui  ious  works,  but  the  tradition  of  the  Priefts 
and  Paftors  of  that  Church,  who  attefted  that  fuch  and 
fueh  books  were  tranfmitted  to  them  by  their  predecef- 
lors  as  divinely  infpired;  nor  could  the  Jews  learn  the 
intended  fenfe  of  the  Scriptures  but  from  the  fame 
fource.  So  true  it  is,  that  in  the  old  law  as  well  as  in 
the  new  the  Church  was  the  pillar  and  ground  of  truth. 
Does  the  Ex.  imagine  that  the  Jewifh  Church,  which 
was  but  a  figure  of  the  Chriftian  Church,  polTelTed 
greater  privileges  than  the  reality  ? 

The  writer  thanks  the  Ex.  for  admitting  that  the 
Romifli  Clergy  have  been  in  the  habit  of  claiming  in- 
fallibility for  many  centuries ;  he  might  have  faic} 
fince  the  Apoftles  days  without  fearing  a  contradic- 
tion :  'twas  at  all  tines  the  eftablifhed  dofirine  of  the 
Catholic  Church,  and  upon  the  moft  folid  grounds  ; 
'tis  true  'twas  at  all  times  denied  by  fedtaries  of  every 
defcription  and  difcrimination,  from  Samuel  the  Magi- 
cian, down  to  the  univerfal  friend  Jemina  Wilkinfon. 
As  to  the  pretended  forgeries  to  eftablifti  this  claim 
they  are  totally  unneceffary :  there  are  authentic  mo- 
numents enough  which  Moflieim  Blondel  and  the  Cen- 
tury writers  of  Magdeburg  will  not  conteft.  Whe- 
ther the  donation  of  Conjiantine  the  Great,  or  fome  de- 
crees inferted  in  Law  Books,  be  genuine  or  Ipurious  is 
foreign  to  the  prefent  queftion,  and  equally  foreign  to 
the  writer's  purpofe. 

"  An  authority  derived  from  God,  can  only  be  pro- 
"  ved,"  fays  the  Ex.  "  by  an  exprefs  declaration  from 
*'  him,  manifefted  to  mankind  by  methods  perfedly 
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"  incontrovertible ;  either  by  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or 
"  by  outward  miracles."  Does  the  Ex.  expert  that 
God  mall  make  a  new  and  exprefs  declaration  of  his 
will  to  every  fucceeding  generation?  does  he  not  think 
it  fufficient  that  God  has  made  this  declaration  once 
before  competent  and  credible  witneffes,  and  ordered 
them  to  inform  their  fucceflbrs  ?  if  the  Ex.  does  not 
think  this  fufficient,  religion  died  with  the  Apoftles, 
and  that  Spiritual  Kingdom  of  which  there  was  to  be 
no  end,  Luke  i.  33.  ceafed  almoft  as  loon  as  it  began. 
The  Ex.  muft  permit  us  to  believe  that  this  declaration 
was  made.  We  believe  it  on  the  authority  and  tefti- 
mony  of  the  Paftors  now  in  being,  who  received  that 
faith  from  their  immediate  predeceflbrs,  theie  from  the 
Paftors  to  whom  they  were  fucceffors,  and  loin  regu- 
lar fucceffion  to  the  Apoftles,  who  were  the  witneifes 
chofen  by  God  to  communicate  this  declaration  to  the 
world.  By  the  fame  rule  we  know  the  Scriptures  and 
the  intended  fenfe  of  difficult  and  ambiguous  paffages 
in  the  Scriptures.  If  the  Ex.  can  affign  any  other  in- 
fallible rule  we  lhall  adopt  it.  Whatever  his  ideas  of 
fancy  or  caprice  may  be,  or  however  ufeful  thefe  his 
rules  may  be  in  forming  couftruclions  on  the  law,  they 
are  totally  incapable  of  afcertaining  the  Books  which 
contain  the  law.  If  then  the  Ex.  of  all  neceffity  is 
obliged  to  have  recourfe  to  the  tradition  of  the  Church 
for  the  Scriptures  themfelves,  why  not  for  the  genuine 
feufe  of  thofe  ambiguous  paffages  in  the  Scriptures  r 
Does  he  imagine  that  the  wild  conjectures  of  every 
enthuiiaft,  who  pretends  to  explain  the  Scriptures  ac- 
cording to  his  own  fancy  or  caprice,  convey  the  inten- 
ded fenfe  of  the  divine  writers  ?  or  does  he  pretend 
that  the  faith  of  his  deluded  followers  formed  on  his 
fanciful  interpretations  is  founded  ou  the  Scriptures  ? 
if  fo  our  Ex.  has  excluded  not  only  Church  authority, 
but  alio  the  authority  of  the  Scriptures,  and  fubftitutes 
fancy  and  caprice  as  fole  and  fufficient  rules  of  frith. 
In  his  lecond  propofition  the  Ex.  alierts.  in  the  moft 
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pofitive  manner  that  the  Scriptures  are  our  only  guide 
upon  this  head ;  thus  he  leaves  all  who  are  not  per- 
fectly well  verlcd  in  the  Scriptures  without  a  guide  to 
grope  their  way  in  the  dark.  The  writer  begins  to 
fear  for  himfelf,  and  thinks  even  the  Ex.  in  fome  dan- 
ger ;  there  are  paffages  in  the  Scriptures,  which  the 
writer  cannot  underftand  without  having  recourfe  to 
the  works  of  thefe  early  and  intelligent  writers  whom 
we  call  the  Fathers ;  thefe  men  who  converfed  with 
the  Apoftles  or  their  immediate  difciples  learnt  from 
them  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  infpired  writers,  and 
from  them  we  muft  learn  it,  not  from  the  conjectures 
of  modem  fpeculatifts,  who  know  no  more  of  the  mat- 
ter than  we  do  ourfelves.  To  refer  a  man  to  the 
Scripture  as  to  his  only  guide,  is  to  refer  the  benighted 
traveller  to  an  intricate  path  infread  of  giving 
him  a  guide  to  conduct  him  through  it,  and  enable 
him  to  avoid  the  precipices,  which  may  be  in  the  way: 
—The  Ex.  will  furely  admit  that  all  the  different  fec- 
taries,  who  have  hitherto  appeared  in  the  world,  pre- 
tended to  find  their  errors  in  the  Scriptures,  there  are 
therefore  fome  intricacies,  fome  precipices  in  that  path 
which  render  a  guide  indifpenfibly  necefTary — St  Paul 
thought  fo  when  he  laid  to  the  Hebrews,  obey  your 
guides. — xiii. 

Let  us  defcend  to  the  Scriptures,  our  Ex'rs,  laft  and 
only  refuge,  and  fee  if  they  will  fhelter  him  :  u  All  the 
"  texts  produced,"  fays  he,  p.  50,  "  for  that  purpofe 
"  are  ambiguous,  uncertain,  figurative*  and  their  mean- 
"  ing  can  only  be  difcovered  by  conjecture,  and  the 
"  ufual  mode  of  interpretation." — But  three  lines  be- 
fore the  Ex.  had  told  us  that  Scripture  is  our  only 
guide,  and  now  he  tells  us  that  all  the  texts  produced 
are  ambiguous,  uncertain,  and  figurative,  that  their 
meaning  can  only  be  difcovered  by  conjecture.  What 
an  awful  leffon  does  the  Ex.  give  t0  ftis  Proteftant 
Brethren  ?  their  only  guide,  he  tells  them,  in  a  doc- 
trine of  the  greateft  poffible  confequence,  in  which  a  - 
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miftake  is  inductive  of  perdition,  is  an  ambiguous  guide, 
an  uncertain  guide,  &  guide  whole  meaning  they  muft 
conjecture.    What  Catholic  writer  ever  told  a  Prote- 
ftant  in  more  expreftive  language  that  he  muft  have 
rcccurfe  to  lbme  other  guide  ?  but  the  fenfe  of  the 
Scriptures  may  be  eafily  collected  upon  other  fubjects, 
true ;  but  not  on  this,  of  all  fubjects  the  moft  impor- 
tant, on  which  this  guide  ought  to  fpeak  the  moft  plain 
and  intelligible  language  :  for  if  it  be  true  as  we  Ca- 
tholics pretend  that   the  doctrinal  decifions  of  the 
Paftors  of  the  Church  in  Council  affembled  and  united 
to  their  vifible  head  be  infallible ;  'tis  infallibly,  true, 
that  there  are  fundamental  errors  taught  in  all  the  re- 
formed Churches.    To  encreafe  the  anxiety  of  his 
friends  our  Ex.  proceeds  to  lay  down  rules  for  under- 
ftanding  the  language  of  this  ambiguous  guide — and 
after  a  multiplicity  of  words,  which  convey  no  deter- 
minate idea,  he  fays  at  length,  "  if  it  can  be  fhewn 
"  that  an  infallible  authority  is  unnecefiary  as  far 
"  as  meer  reafoning  goes,  it  is  a  conclufive  argument 
"  againft  it."    This  conclufive  argument  in  the  next 
fentence  he  reduces  to  a  certain  help' in  difcovering  the 
true  meaning  of  a  doubtful  paffagc.    What  ?  the  un- 
learned. Proteftant  is  firft  by  logical  reafoning,  of  which 
he  has  no  idea,  to  fhew  that  this  infallible  authority  is 
not  neceffary,  and  he  will  thus  obtain  a  certain  help  to 
enable  him  to  underftand  thefe  ambiguous  and  uncer- 
tain texts.    The  Ex.  cannot  give  the  man  a  more  fin- 
king proof  of  the  neceility  of  this  infallible  authority, 
than  in  this  manner  to  refer  him  tohimfclf,  and  torture 
him  in  the  purfuit  of  the  intended  fenle  of  ambiguous 
texts  ^hich  he  can  never  difcover  to  an  abfoiute  cer- 
tainty, and  leave  him  in  a  ftate  of  anxiety  and  fluctua- 
tion to  his  lateft  breath ;  the  very  ftate  in  which  St. 
Paul  reprefents  all  thefe  who  withdraw  themfelves 
from  that  very  authority  to  which  the  Ex.  prohibits 
obedience:  "  always  learning  and  never  coming  to  the 
"  knowledge  of  the  truth."  c2  Tim.  m  7, 
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The  Ex.  after  conducting  his  reader  through  a  maze 
of  queftions,  the  truth  of  the  former  depending  on  that 
of  the  fubfequent  as  he  fays,  comes  at  length,  like  a  hare 
to  her  form,  to  fhew  that  the  Scriptures  are  fufficient 
without  this  infallible  authority.  But  are  not  thefe 
ambiguous  and  uncertain  texts  parts  of  the  Scripture  ? 
why  not  fay  at  once  that  the  conjectural,  fenfe  of  the 
Scripture  is  fufficient  ?  does  the  Ex.  imagine  that  the 
infpired  writers  intended  contradictory  lenfes  in  the 
iamefentence?  If  two  men  underltand  the  fame  pro- 
portion, "  this  is  my  Body"  in  different  fenfes,  of  all 
neceflity  one  of  thele  two  founds  his  faith  on  a  falfe 
conjecture.  We  Catholics  pretend  that  the  reformers 
did  ground  their  belief  of  the  figurative  prefence  and 
real  abfence  of  Chrift's  Body  in  the  Eucharift  on  afalfe 
conjecture :  they  dont  admit  the  words  which  he 
fpoke  in  their  natural  signification  *  therefore  they  con- 
jecture, that  he  intended  to  fay  fomething  elfe,  that  is, 
this  bread  is  the  figure  of  my  body :  or,  this  bread  fig- 
nifies  my  body  :  or,  this  bread  is  the  fign  of  my  body  : 
or  fome  one  of  an  hundred  different  expositions  given 
by  the  reformers  to  this  obftinate  text.  To  this  we 
Catholics  leply  that  ninety  nine  out  of  the  hundred  are 
manifeftly  falfe  ;  and  we  add  that  Chrift  faid  precifely 
what  he  intended  to  fay  neither  lefs  nor  more :  for  he 
peifectly  underftood  the  language  in  which  he  fpoke, 
and  hence  we  conclude  that  of  the  hundred  not  one  is 
true.  And  finally,  which  comes  directly  to  the  point, 
that  fuppofing  one  of  the  hundred  to  be  true,  there  is 
no  Proteftant  learned,  or  unlearned,  can  determine  it 
but  by  conjecture,  and  that  the  odds  are  ninety  nine  to 
one  againft  him.  Is  not  that  a  critical  fituation  in  a 
game  when  a  man's  all  is  at  flake  ? 

The  inefficiency  of  Scripture  to  guide  us  in  the  un- 
erring paths  of  truth,  has  been  fhewn  in  fo  many  dif- 
ferent points  of  view  in  order,  if  poflible  to  undeceive 
fome  well  meaning  men,  who  are  unfortunately  whirled 
about  by  every  wind  of  doctrine,  forming  their  faith, 
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not  on  the  Scriptures  w  hich  they  don't  uncle?  ftand,  but 
on  the  fanciful  expofitions  of  every  enthufiaft  who  un- 
dertakes to  direft  them,  forgetting  that  if  the  blind  lead 
the  blind  they  both  fall  in  the  ditch,  nor  is  it  an  excufe 
to  fay :  I  believed  fuch  or  fuch  a  teacher :  becaufe 
Chnft  has  warned  his  difciples  more  than  once  to  be- 
ware of  wolves  in  meep's  cloathing.    Malt.  vii.  15. 

The  firft  argument  which  the  Ex.  ftates  in  fupport 
of  his  pretended  fufficiency  of  the  Scriptures,  if  rightly 
understood  proves  the  contrary :  "  to  aflert,"  fays  he, 
"  that  when  Chrift  came  into  the  world  tofave  fmners, 
"  he  did  not  teach  them  all  things  necefTary  to  that  end, 
"  or  that  when  the  Evangelifts  were  infpired  to  commit 
"  thofe  do&rines  to  writing,  the  infpiration  was  imper- 
"  fed  is  to  deny  the  goodnefs,  the  wifdom,  and  the 
"  power  of  God."  The  Ex.  was  not  aware  that  his 
firft  argument  condemns  all  novelties  in  dotirine  and 
leaves  the  pretended  reformers  without  excufe;  for 
there  was  no  new  revelation  made  to  them  and  they 
had  no  poffible  mode  of  knowing  the  doctrine  taught 
by  Chrift  but  by  the  teftimony  of  thefe  in  whofe  hands 
it  was  depofited.  'Tis  very  true  that  Chrift  taught 
every  thing  necelTary  to  falvation,  but  he  did  not  write 
a  line  nor  did  he  give  the  Scriptures  as  a  guide  to  his 
difciples  ;  he  taught  them  with  authority,  Matt,  vii,  9. 
gave  his  precepts  in  his  public  lectures,  ordered  his 
Apoftles  .to  teach  and  to  preach  to  the  people  in  the 
fame  manner ;  he  reproached  the  Pharifees  with  exa- 
mining the  Scriptures  in  vain.  "  You  examine  the 
"  Scriptures  becaufe  you  think  to  have  life  everlafting 
"  in  them,  and  they  are  giving  teftimony  of  me." 
John  v.  59.  As  if  he  had  faid  you  are  continually 
reading  the  Scriptures  in  which  you  think  you  may  find 
life ;  yet  theie  very  Scriptures  atteft  that  life  is  not  to 
be  obtained  but  by  faith  in  me.  To  this  he  adds,  v.  40, 
"  And  you  will  not  come  to  me  that  you  may  have 
tc  life."  A  man  would  imagine  that  he  was  giving  a 
lecture  to  modern  emhufiafts  who  think  that  in  the 
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Script' ares  alone  life  is  to  be  found  and  difdain  to  come 
to  that  told,  of  which  the  Scriptures  atteft  that,  out  of 
it  there  is  no  eternal  life  :  becaufe  'tis  in  his  fold  that 
j.  Chrift  feeds  his  fheep  by  the  mini/try  of  thefe  paftors 
whom  he  has  given  to  his  Church.    Eph.  4. 
.  But  was  not  the  infpiration  of  the  Evangelifts  per- 
fe6t?  yes:  and  fo  was  that  of  Mofes  and  the  prophets  ; 
but  that  did  not  exclude  the  neceflity  of  inftituting  a 
liiccefiion  of  paftors  in  the  old  law,  whofe  province  and 
duty  'twas  to  explain  the  infpired  writings  to  the  peo- 
ple and  offer  iacrifices  in  their  name.    Nor  does  the 
inspiration  of  the  New  Teftament,  however  perfect:  it 
may  be,  exclude  the  miniftry  of  thefe  Paftors  and 
teachers,  whom,  if  we  believe  St.  Paul,  Chrift  gave  to 
his  Church  for  the  perfection  of  the  Saints.  Eph.iv. 
1 1.  Will  this  Ex.  inform  us  of  what  ufe  is  a  teacher  to 
a  man  who  teaches  himfelf  ?  or  what  is  the  ufe  of  a 
Paftor  to  a  man  who  finds  all  the  fpiritual  food  which 
is  neceflary  in  the  Scriptures?  and  not  only  finds  it 
there,  but  according  to  the  principles  of  the  Ex.  muft 
find  it  there  and  not  elfewhere.     Why  not  fubftitute 
Printers  to  Bifhops  and  Minifters  in  the  Church  of 
England  ?  one  tenth  of  their  revenues  would  pay  a  fuf- 
ficie.nt  number  of  Printers,  and  the  remaining  nine 
tenths  be  a  great  faving  to  the  nation. 

The  Ex.  immediately  adds  that  the  Scriptures  in 
many  places  declare  their  own  lufficiency.  Not  furely 
to  a.  man  who  can't  read  them !  muft  the  poor  fellow 
be  damned  without  redemption  or  refource  ?  unfortiir 
nately  for  our  Ex.  the  contradi&cry  of  his  affertion  is 
manifeflly  deduced  from  the  pafTage  which  he  offers  in 
proof :  "  from  a  child  thou  has  known  the  Scriptures," 
laid  St.  Paul  to  Timothy.  2  Tim.  iii.  15.  The 
Scriptures  which  Timotliy  knew  from  his  childhood 
were  the  writings  of  Moj'cs  and  the  Prophets,  not  a 
line  of  the  New  Teftament  was  written.  Does  the 
Ex.  think  the  Old  Teftament  alone  fufficient  ?  or  does 
he  imagine  the  very  Epiftle  in  which  the  Apoftle  in- 
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ftructs  his  difciple  was  not  neceffary  ?  St.  Paid  did  not 
think  it  ufclcfs  or  he  would  not  have  written  it,  Why 
does  the  Apoftle  ftrictly  command  the  ThefTalonians  to 
hold  faft  the  oral  traditions,  which  they  had  received 
from  him :  **  Wherefore  brethren,  ftand  and  hold  fair, 
"  krateite,  the  traditions,  which  you  have  been  taught, 
"  whether  by  word  or  by  our  Epiftle."  2  The/,  ii.  15, 
The  Apoftle  not  only  thought  but  taught  exprefsly  that 
the  Scriptures  were  not  fufficient,  when  he  ordered 
them  to  hold  faft  what  they  had  learned  by  oral  tradi- 
tion as  well  as  what  they  read  in  the  Scriptures.  The 
text  cited  by  the  Ex.  fhews  the  ends  for  which 
the  Scriptures  were  written,  and  the  advantages  refill- 
ting  from  them  when  rightly  underftood:  "  They  are 
"  profitable,"  fays  the  Apoftle,  "  for  reproof,  for  cor- 
"  rection,  for  inftruction  in  righteoufnefs."  Does  the 
Ex.  think  profitable  and  fufficient  fynonomous  ?  Meat 
is  profitable,  and  even  indifpenlably  neceflary  for  the 
fupport  of  life  and  health,  but  air  is  equally  neceflary. 
'Tis  ufelefs  to  infift  on  a  truth  which  even  ftupidity 
can't  mifconceive. 

The  Ex.  adds  in  italics,  "  that  the  man  of  God 
"  may  be  perfect,  thoroughly  furnifhed  unto  all  good 
"  works."  He  might  as  well  have  cited  the  flrft  verfe 
in  Genefis  in  fupport  of  the  fole  fufficiency  of  the  Scrip- 
tures :  who  ever  doubted  that  the  Scriptures  were  ufe- 
ful  for  the  perfection  of  the  juft  man,  and  for  his  ad- 
vancement in  piety  and  good  works?  for  what  other 
end  were  they  written  or  given  to  the  faithful  but  to 
contribute  to  their  perfection  ?  is  not  that  the  immedi- 
ate end  of  the  inftitution  of  the  Sacraments  ?  of  the 
public  miniftry  ?  does  not  St.  Paul  fay,  "  that  Paftors 
"  and  teachers  are  given  by  Chrift  to  his  Church  for 
"  the  perfection  of  the  Saints."  Eph.  iv.  Both  are 
therefore  neceflary,  or  to  fpeak  more  correctly  the 
Scriptures  are  ufeful,  and  the  public  miniftry  indifpcn- 
fably  neceffary  :  for  without  the  Scriptures  the  faithful 
have  been  fanctified  before  the  Scriptures  were  writ- 
tea 
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ten,  but  not  without  the  miniftry  of  the  Paftors  and 
teachers.  The  angel  did  not  refer  Cornelius  the  Cen- 
turion to  the  Scriptures,  that  he  might  find  perfection 
and  fanctification  in  them,  but  ordered  him  to  fend  for 
St.  Peter  and  learn  from  him  what  he  was  to  do,  "  he 
"  will  tell  you,"  faid  the  Angel,  "  what  is  neceffary  for 
"  you  to  do."  Acts  x.  6.  If  the  Scriptures  were  alone 
fufficient  to  perfect  and  furnifh.  him  to  all  good  works 
"why  not  tell  him  fo  ?  why  direct  him  to  learn  his  du- 
ty, not  from  the  Scriptures,  but  from  St.  Peter  the 
Chief  Paftor  of  the  Church  ?  it  feems  the  Angel  was 
ignorant  of  this  new  doctrine :  he  thought,  as  plain 
men  do  now-a-days,  that  'twas  the  duty  of  the  Paitor 
to  direct  the  fheep  in  the  choice  of  pafture,  and  not 
permit  them  to  range  at  large  amongft  poifonous  herbs, 
and  expofed  to  ravening  wolves  or  wily  foxes. 

To  expofe  this  truth  in  fuch  a  point  of  view  as  muft 
ftrike  the  meaneft  capacity,  we  (hall  fubftitute  the  Ex. 
to  the  Angel,  and  hear  his  conference  with  the  Centu- 
rion. 

Ex.  You  muft  read  the  Scriptures  ;  in  them  you'll 
find  every  truth  which  you  are  to  believe,  and  every 
maxim  which  you  are  to  obferve. 

Corn.  What  Scriptures? 

Ex.  Some  Books  were  written  long  fince,  by  au- 
thors whom  I  don't  know,  they  contain  the  pure  word 
©f  God. 

Corn.  How  ftiall  I  know  them  ?  you  fay  that  you 
don't  know  the  authors.  Plow  do  you  know  that  they 
were  divinely  infpired? 

Ex.  A  certain  tafte  will  direct  you — »a  certain  fen- 
fation  will  ferve  to  difcriminate  thefe  which  are  di- 
vinely infpired,  you'll  feel  the  truth  as  heat  is  felt  near 
a  fire.. 

Corn.  Hitherto  my .  tafte  directed  me  iu  the  choice 
«>f  meats,  and  all  my  fenfes  fervedto  diftinguifli  exter- 
nal objects ;  I  find  I  muft  employ  them  to  fome  other 
purpofe.    My  fenfes  are  fubject  to  error,  more  parti- 
cularly 
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cularlv  when  diverted   from   their   proper  objeft. 
What  if  they  deceive  me  ? 
Ex.  No. 

Corn.  Are  you  infallible  ? 
,  Ex.  No,  far  from  it. 

Corn-.  Th°n  I  can  have  no  more  dependance  on 
you  than  on  my  fenfes. 
Ex.  You  mufl:  believe. 

Corn.  Pardon  me  Sir,  you  I  will  not  believe,  be- 
caufe  you  tell  me  candidly  that  you  may  deceive  me  ; 
my  fenCcs  I  may  trull:  when  confined  to  their  proper 
object ;  but  if  my  eye  pretended  to  hear,  or  my  ear  to 
fee,  I  fhould  believe  neither  the  one  nor  the  other. 
Now  Sir,  that  fuch  and  fuch  Books  are  divinely  infpi- 
red,  and  that  in  this  vilible  world  no  other  Book  is  fb, 
neither  is  nor  can  be  the  object  of  my  fenfes.  How 
many  Books  are  canonical  ? 

Ex.  That's  a  fubjeel  of  ferious  difcuffion  and  iatri x 
cate  controverfy. 

Corn.  In  what  language  are  thev  written  ? 

Ex.  Some  in  Hebrew,  ibme  in  Greek,  fome  in  Sy- 
ro-Chaldaic. 

Corn.  I  am  a  Roman  Soldier  don't  underftand  a 
word  of  Hebrew  or  Greek. 
Ex.  There  are  many  vcrfions. 
Corn.  How  many  ? 
Ex.  Nine  hundred,  more  or  lefs. 
Corn.  Do  they  all  agree  ? 
Ex.  No. 

Corn.  The  tranflators  infallible  ? 
Ex.  No. 

Corn.  The  Autographs  in  being  ? 
Ex.  No. 

Corn.  Any  authentic  copy  in  all  things  agreeable 
to  the  original  writings  ? 
Ex.  No. 

Corn.  How  fhall  I  diftinguifh  the  moft  authentic 
eopy  from  others  lefs  firicere  ?  how  diicern  all  faults  in 
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the  verfion  ?  all  corruptions  and  interpolations?  where 
the  fenfe  is  ambiguous  and  uncertain  how  difcover  the 
intended  fenfe  of  the  author  ? 

Ex.  You  rauft  compare  the  verfions,  in  doubtful 
paffages,  have  recourfe  to  conjecture  and  rules  of  inter* 
pretation,  which  wre  prefcribe. 

Corn.  What!  read  them  all!  compare  them  all ! 
in  difficulties  have  recourfe  to  conjecture  !  the  labour 
is  eiidlefs,  and  the  iflue  uncertain  ;is  there  not  a  more 
compendious  way  ? 

Ex.  Yes — take  my  opinion. 

Corn.  So  ultimately  I  find  I  muft  reft  my  falvation 
on  your  opinion,  which  you  lay  is  but  a  meer  conjec- 
ture. Pardon  me  Sir — I  muft  confult  fome  other 
guide.  The  Angel  appears  and  folves  all  difficul- 
ties in  three  words:  fend  for  Peter,  fays  he,  and  hell 
tell  you  what  you  have  to  do.  So  true  it  is  as  St, 
Aujiin  remarks  that  to  believe  authority  is  a  great 
abridgement  and  no  labour. 

St.  Paul  in  this  paflage  does  not  even  infinuate 
that  the  Scriptures  are  a  fufficient  rule  of  faith.  His 
words,  if  rightly  underftood  indicate  the  contrary — he 
fays  that  the  Scriptures  are  profitable,  that  the  man  of 
Cod  may  be  perfecl.  Hence  .'tis  manifeft  that  the 
man  of  whom  hefpeaks  muft  have  been  pre-inftrucl- 
ed  in  the  faith,  otherwife  he  would  not  have  been  a 
man  of  God.  The  truth  is,  the  Apc)ft{e's.inftiu(&ioii 
was  directed  to  Timothy  himfelf,  and  in  bis  perfori  to 
other  Prelates  ;  Timothy  he  calls  a  man  of  pod/and 
in  the  text  under  confideration  he  fays,  that  the  Scrip- 
tures are  able  to  make  him  Sefophijai,  who  was  a  man 
of  God  wife  to  falvation.  Timothy  had  been  pre-in- 
(i Tucled  by  the  Apoftle  himfelf ;  thus  we  read  in  ;the 
beginning  of  the  foregoing  chapter- — "  Thou,  my  ion, 
"  be  ft rengt helped  in  the"  grace  which  is  in  J.  Chrift, 
"  and  what  you  heard  from  me  amongft  many  witnei- 
"  fes,  that  commit  to  faithful  man  who  will  be  capable 
"  of  teaching  others." — and  in  the  preceding  chapter, 
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v.  12,  he  had  faid,  "  have  the  form  of  found  words 
"  which  you  have  heard  by  Me."  He  does  not  lay, 
which  you  have  read  in  the  Scriptures  :  the  inipired 
writings  are  undoubtedly  ufeful  to  fjch  a  man  as  77- 
mothy*  pre-inftrucled  in  the  faith  by  the  Pallors  and 
teachers  of  the  Church,  and  receiving  from  them  the 
Scriptures  with  the  fenfe  of  the  infpired  writings  ;  but 
that  the  Scriptures  alone  without  any  recourie  to  the 
Paftors  of  the  Church, 'were  fufficient  to  inftruci  a  man 
in  faith  and  morality,  St.  Paul  never  laid  ;  he  could 
not  fay  it  of  the  Old  Teilament,  the  only  Scriptures 
which  Timothy  had  known  from  his  childhood,  and  in 
which  St.  Paul  himfelf,  though  taught  by  that  famous 
Doftor  Gamaliel,  had  found  not  life  but  death,  nor  was 
he  at  his  converfion  referred  by  Chrift  himfelf,  to  the 
Scriptures,  but  to  the  Church  in  Damafcus,  "  go  into 
44  the  city,  and  you'll  be  told  what  you  are  to  do." 
Acts  ix.  16. 

The  Ex'rs.  next  argument,  if  unconnected  propor- 
tions unfupported  by  proof  maybe  called  an  argument, 
tends  to  fhew  that  the  Scriptures  themfelves  are  not 
neceflary:  "  Every  article  of  faith,"  he  fays,  "  is  dil- 

*  tincrly  taught,  the  exiftence  and  attributes  of  God, 
"  the  Trinity,  the  characler  of  Chrift,  the  myftcries  of 

*  redemption,  the  forgivenefs  of  fins,  and  whatever 

*  elfe  has  been  the  lubjeel  of  belief  to  Chriftians  of  all 

*  defcriptions."  It's  prefumeel  the  Ex.  intended  to 
fay,  alt  defer ipt ions  of  Chrifiians,  he  had  laid,  p.  45, 
every  man  of  all  religions  perfua/ions.  Such  men  are 
rare:  the  writer  has  not  yet  feen  one  of  them.  "  Tnis," 
he  fays,  "  is  admitted  by  the  Church  of  Rome." 
The  Ex.  is  deceived  or  deceives:  the  Church  of  Rome 
admits  no  fuch  thing:  for  'tis  an  article  of  faith  that 
the  Scriptures  are  divinely  infpired — that  the  Gofpels 
and  Canonical  Epiftles  contain  the  word  of  God — j 
and  this  is  no  where  taught  in  the  Scriptures ;  the  di- 
vinity of  Chrift  and  his  confubftantiality  with  the  fa- 
ther, is  an  article  of  faith,  and  this  is  lb  for  from  being 
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diftinftly  taught  in  the  Scriptures,  that  the  Arians  elu- 
ded every  text  of  Scripture  brought  in  proof  of  it.  Sec 
Eujehius  of  Caeferea  ;  his  Epilide  in  Theodoret,  B  2 
ch.  12,  in  which  he  expounds  even  the  term  coniub- 
ftantial  in  an  arian  fenfe  ;  that  there  is  but  one  perfon 
in  Ghrift,  the  Neftorians  could  not  fee  in  the  Scrip- 
tures, nor  could  the  Eutychians  dilcover  that  in  him 
there  are  two  natures,  the  divine  and  human.  To 
come  toourfelves  we  Catholics  think  traniubftantiation 
clearly  revealed  in  the  Scripture,  Proteftants  cannot 
find  it  there.  Lutherans  think  confubftamiation  dis- 
tinctly taught,  Zuinglians  deny  it.  in  a  word,  there  is 
no  defcription  of  Chriftians,  who  do  not  rind  or  pre- 
tend to  find  their  tenets  in  Scripture  ;  and  a*  their  te- 
nets are  in  general  contradictory,  e\en  thoie  which 
are  founded  in  truth  cannot  be  lo  diftindtly  taught  as 
the  Ex.  pretends. 

The  Church  of  Rome  makes  no  changes  in  her  doc- 
trine—  (lie  has  made"  no  alteration  in  the  fcaptilmal,  the 
Nicene,  and  the  Athanafian  creeds  :  they  are  the  au- 
thentic declarations  of  the  dofirkie  which  fhe  proreffes, 
and  always  profeffed;  (lie  has  not  borrowed  them 
from  the  reformed  Churches  :  in  her  hands  they  found 
them,  and  very  injudicioufly  retain  the  moil  folemn 
condemnation  of  all  their  errors  : — 1  hus  for  example, 
the  day  that  Martin  Luther  fir  ft  oppofed  the  eftabiHhed 
doctrine,  he  profeffed  his  belief  in  the  Nicene  Creed,  or 
he  did  not  ;  if  he  did  not,  he  was  not  a  Chriftian  ;  if 
he  did,  he  believed  that  there  was  then  in  exiftence,  a 
Church  ;  that  that  Church  was  one  that  is  not  divided 
into  ditfeient  diffenting  focieties;  he  believed  that 
'twas  holy,  that  is,  that  there  was  no  corrupt,  impious, 
or  idolatrous  doctrines  taught  in  it  :  for  corruption,  im- 
pietv,  and  idolatry,  exclude  fanctity ;  he  believed  that 
this  Church  one  and  holv  was  alio  Catholic,  that  is 
jmiveiia!,  which  umverfality  includes  both  time  and 
place,  it  therefore  neither  could  begin  with  him,  nor 
be  confined  to  him ;  he  believed  that  this  Church  was 
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apoflolicaU  that  is  founded  by  the  Apoftles,  teaching 
their  do&rine,  and  governed  by  their  lucceffors  :  in  no 
other  fen fe  can  a  Church  be  called  apoftolical; — hence 
he  muft  have  believed  that  in  this  Church  there  were 
no  corrupt  doctrines  taught,  for  the  Apoftles  taught 
none,  if  he  did  not  believe  all  this  he  was  not  a  Chrif- 
tian,  and  if  he  believed  it,  and  publicly  renounced  it, 
he  was  a  perjured  Apellate.  This  reafoning  is  appli- 
cable to  every  innovator  and  pretended  reformer,  from 
Simon  the  Magician,  down  to  damning  Murray. 

From  the  extreme  fimplicity  of  the  Chriftian  religi^ 
on  both  in  faith  and  morals,  the  Ex.  thinks  he  knows 
the  fufficiency  of  the  Scriptures.  What !  the  myfte- 
ries  of  religion  fimple  !  the  myfteries  of  the  Trinity, 
Of  the  incarnation,  of  original  fin  ann1  p  red  eft  i  nation, 
iimple  !  it  is  apprehended  that  the  Ex.  is  thefirit  man 
who  ever  thought  them  fo.  St,  Paul,  for  a  lolution 
of  difficulties  to  fome  of  thefe  fimple  truths,  has  re- 
courfe  to  God's  unfearchable  ways,  and  incompreheu- 
tfble  judgments  ;  Rom.  xi.  33. — and  in  another  place 
he  declares  the  neceffiry  of  captivating  the  whole  force 
of  our  understanding ;  2  Cor.  x.  5. — Our  Ex.  has  dis- 
covered that  to  be  extremely  fimple,  which  St.  Paiu 
thought  beyond  the  fphere  of  human  reafon — how 
thele  new  teachers  timplify  religion! — how  far  they 
furpals  the  Apoftles  ! — 'tis  true  there  is  nothing  more 
fimple  than  to  believe  that  true  which  tickles  our  fancy 
according  to  the  Ex'rs  rule  of  faith. 

But  in  practice  at  lead  the  morality  of  the  Coipel  is 
limple. — Yes,  if  we  believe  thefe  men  who  have  redu- 
duced  it  to  caprice  and  fancy*  Thefe  two  precepts, 
"  thou  malt  love  the  Lord  thy  Cod  with  thy  whole 
"  heart  and  foul, and  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf,"  in  which 
all  other  precepts  are  radically  contained, and  to  which 
they  may  be  reduced,  are  lofat  from  being  fimple,  that 
the  Ex.  fays,  which  bye  the  bye  is  a  grofs  rniftake,  that 
the  Gofpel  is  only  a  commentary  on  them.  Why  not 
add  the  Law  and  the  Prophets?  of  them  the  Saviour 
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fpokc. — Why  not  the  A6ts  and  Epiftles  of  the  Apcf- 
tles  ?  why  not  the  commentaries  of  Luther,  Melancton, 
Zuhiglius,  &c.  ?  Does  the  Ex.  imagine  that  two  pre- 
cepts which  require  commentaries  of  fuch  magnitude 
are  fimple  ?  after  all,  in  what  part  of  the  Gofpei  has  he 
found  that  the  Saviour  reduced  the  whole  morality  of 
the  Chriftian  religion  to  the  love  of  God  and  the  love 
of  Men,  as  he  fays,  p.  53,  "  the  precept  of  the  love  of 
4*  God,  the  Saviour  faid  was  the  firir  and  the  great 
"  precept,  and  the  precept  of  loving  our  neighbour  he- 
**  laid  was  the  fecond  and  like  the  firft."  He  did  not 
fay  that  there  were  not  other  precepts.  Were  not  all 
his  injunctions  fo  many  indifpenfable  precepts  ? 

The  Writer  does  not  clearly  underftand  what  the: 
Ex.  intends  by  faying  that  outu  ard  forms  and  ceremcK 
nies  however  convenient  or  decent,  are  not  necellary  to 
falvation  :  does  he  intend  to  exclude  the  only  two  sa- 
craments, which  the  reformed  Churches  have  retained,* 
that  is,  Baptifm  and  the  Lord's  Supper  ?  are  not  thele 
outward  ceremonies  neceflary  to  falvation  ?  Infant 
Baptifm  is  declared  to  be  according  to  the  inftitutton 
ofChrift  by  the  37th  of  the  39th  Articles.  However 
in  favour  of  the  Ex.  we  are  forced  to  admit  that  the 
framers  of  the  Articles  jumbled  them  together  rather 
haftily :  for  if  it  be  true  that  Baptifm  only  confirms 
faith  as  'tis  faid  in  that  Article  and  that  by  faith  alone 
we  are  juftified  as  the  11th  Article  expreisly  declared, 
'tis  falfe  that  infant  Baptifm  is  agreeable  to  ChrifTs 
inftitution  :  for  an  ufelefs  inftitution  is  inconfiftent  with 
his  wifdom  :  where  there  is  no  faith,  there  can  be  no 
confirmation  of  faith;  infants  know  nothing,  believe 
nothing,  have  no  faith  as  faith  is  defined  in  the  refor- 
med Churches,  and  to  affert  the  contrary  is  to  intuit 
the  common  fenfe  of  mankind  ;  infant  Baptifm  would 
be  therefore  an  ufelels  inftitution,  a  meer  mockery. 
Add  to  this  that  the  precept  cf  infant  Baptifm  is  no 
where  to  be  be  found  in  the  Scriptures  :  if  we  under- 
ftand the  text  as  it  fou  nds,  the  contrary  feems  to  foe 
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true,  "  Going,"  faid  the  Saviour  to  the  Apoftles, 
"  teach  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the 
"  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Gho^t.,<,-— 
Matt.  ult.  'Twould  appear  from  this  text  that  they 
were  to  baptize  but  thole,  whom  they  taught,  and  as 
infants  are  incapable  of  inftruclion,  they  feem  alfo  in- 
capable of  Baptifm.  For  the  precept  of  infant  Bap- 
tiim,  therefore,  recourfe  mufl  be  had  to  the  unwritten 
word  of  God,  known  by  the  univerfal  practice  of  the 
Church.  A  manifeft  proof  of  the  inefficiency  of 
Scripture  is  thus  taken  from  the  authentic  doctrine  of 
the  efrablifhed  Church. 

'Tis  equally  uncertain  what  the  Ex.  means,  when  he 
favs,  ibidem  "  that  human  wifdom  and  difcretion  are 
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■*  fufficient  to  determine,  who  are  the  proper  perfons 
"  to  perform  the  office  of  public  prayers."  Does  he 
intend  to  exclude  the  miniftry  from  the  Church  as  well 
as  the  Sacraments  ?  in  this  for  once  he  is  confident 
with  himfelf :  for  if  the  Sacraments  be  not  necefiary 
to  falvation,  public  minifters  to  adminifter  the  Sacra* 
merits  are  ufelels.  He  admits  fome  proper  perfons  tc* 
difcharge  the  duty  of  public  prayer. — True;  hut  he 
has  not  told  us  how  thefc  perfons  are  to  be  appointed, 
by  whom,  or  by  what  authority ;  nor  does  he  tell  us 
what  are  the  powers  of  thele  proper  pcrf\msy  or  if  they 
poiTefs  any  power  at  all ;  and  inftead  of  referring  us 
to  the  Scriptures  for  all  thele  things,  which  we  ought 
to  know,  he  refers  us  to  our  own  difcretion. 

In  the  next  paragraph  he  acknowledges  that  there 
are  difficulties  and  obfeurities  in  the  Scriptures ;  but, 
lays  he,  they  are  confined  to  fpeculative  points,  all  ef- 
fential  doctrines  are  clearly  revealed.  The  Writer 
was  vet  to  learn  that  fpeculative  points  are  not  effete 
tial  doctrines.  What !  the  myflery  of  the  Trinity,  the 
divinity  of  J.  Chrift  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  not  eifen- 
tial  do£r  nnes  !  thefe  are  fpeculative  points  if  any  luch 
there  be. 

In  a  long  and  confuted  paragraph  the  Ex.  fbtes 
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44  that  there  arc  in  the  Scriptures  m^ny  obfeurities, 

44  fome  intended %by  the  writers,  and  others  from  the 
44  imperfection  of  human  nature,  and  that  even  enthu- 
44  iiaftic  brethren  pervert  fome  of  the  cleared  to  their 
"own  deft  ruction,"    From  this  we  Catholics  logically 
infer  the  neceffitv  of  a  more  intelligible  guide.  The 
Ex.  by  a  fort  of  rea foiling,  to  which  the  world  was  hi- 
therto a  ftranger,  infers  that  thefe  obfeurities  can  be  no 
impediment  to  falvation.    Why  then  has  he  told  us 
that  enthufiaftic  brethren  pervert  them  to  their  own 
perdition  ?  is  that  oMcurity  which  is  the  fource  of  per- 
dition to  fo  many  enthufiuftics  no  impediment  to  fal- 
vation ?  The  Ex.  replies  that  the  Prophets  and  A  pot- 
ties would  not  fay  that  the  Scriptures  were  fufficient 
for  that  purpofe  if  their  obfeurity  could  be  any  obftacle. 
The  Prophets  and  Apoftles  fay  no  fuch  thing :  the 
Prophets  in  doubtful  cafes  and  obfeurities  refer  con* 
tending  parties  to  the  decifion  of  the  High  Prieft,  who 
was  Chief  Paftor  of  the  Jewifh  Church. — Deut.  xiiu 
And  in  the  prophecy  of  Al  aloe  hi  we  read,  u  the  lips 
44  of  the  Prieft  (hall  preferve  knowledge,  and  they  fliall 
44  feek  the  law  from  his  mouth.    Becaufe  he  is  the 
u  meffenger  of  the  Lord  of  Hofts.    Chi ftpthei  Cohen 
"jifmerou   dahath  vetkomth  jibakjlimi  miphihou  chi 
44  M aleak  jehovah  hou" — C.  ii.  7.    And  the  Apoftles 
by  precept  and  example  refer  all  difficulties  and  oblcu- 
rities  to  the  decifion  of  the  Pallors  of  the  Chriftiaii 
Church  :  thus  the  Pallors  affembled  and  decided  amoft 
difficult  and  obfeure  queftion— Whether  the  Law  of 
Circumcilion  obliged  in  the  Chriftian  difpenfation  ;•— 
Acts  xv.  and  St.  Paul  fays,  "  that  Chrift  has  given  to 
4i  his  Church  Pallors  and  teachers."    He  at  the  fame 
time  ailigns  the  end  for  which  thefe  Paftors  and  teach* 
<ers  arc  given  to  the  Church.,  44  for  the  perfecting  of  the 
44  Saints,  for  the  work  of  the  rniniftry,  for  the  edify- 
f6  ing  of  the  myllical  body  of  Chrift."    The  Apoftle 
continues  to  fhew  that  they  are  to  continue  till  time 
/hall  be  no  more,  and  exprelslv  declares  the  reafon, 
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"  that  henceforth,"  fays  he,  "  we  be  no  more  like 
H  children,  toiled  to  and  fro  and  carried  about  with 
"  every  wind  of  do6irine,  by  the  flight  of  cunning  men 
"  lying  in  wait  to  deceive  us."  Epk.  iv.  In  his  Epiftle 
to  Timothy  he  calls  the  Church,  the  pillar  and  ground 
of  truth  "  Jlulos  kai  edraioma  tes  aletheias"* — iii.  15. 
Hence  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  he  orders  them  to 
obey  their  Spiritual  Guides,  xiii.  17.  of  thefe  fame 
Guides  he  had  faid  v.  7.  "  rememberyour  Guides,"— 
"  tenemoneu  te  t6  ncgoamenon  iirnon — who  fpoke  to  you 
"  the  word  of  God,  imitate  their  faith." 

The  next  text  cited  by  the  Ex.  makes  diredrly  a- 
gainft  him,  "  if  our  Gofpel  be  hid, 'tis  hid  to  them,  who 
"  perifti,  in  whom  the  God  of  the  world  hath  blinded 
"  the  minds  of  them  who  believe  not,  leaft  the  glorious 
"  gofpel  of  Chrift  (hould  fhine  unto  them."  2  Cor.  iv.  3  k 
The  Apoftle  does  not  {peak  a  word  of  the  Scriptures  : 
he  juftihes  the  truth  and  fincerity  of  the  doflrine  which 
he  preached,  againft  falfe  teachers,  who  traduced  him, 
and  he  calls  that  do£rrine  which  he  delivered  in  his 
public  leftures,  the  Glorious  Gofpel  of  Chrift,  fo  true  it 
is,  that  the  unwritten  word  is  a  part  of  the  Gofpel  of 
Chrift  as  well  as  the  written  word  ;  he  adds  that  if  the 
light  of  the  Gofpel  did  not  (hine  to  fome  through  his 
preaching,  'twas  becaufe  their  minds  were  fafcinated 
by  a  love  of  the  world  :  "  We,"  continued  the  Apof- 
tle, "  preach  not  ourfelves,  but  J.  Chrift  our  Lord,  and 
"  ourfelves,  your  fervants  by  J.  Chrift." 

The  Ex.  cites  fome  verfes  from  the  Pfalms,  to  what 
purpofe  the  writer  cannot  conjecture.  The  Pfalmift 
fays,  "  thy  word  is  a  lamp  to  my  feet,  and  a  light  to 
"  my  path."  109.  Who  doubts  it  ?  the  commandment 
of  the  Lord  is  pure  enlightening  the  eyes,  19.  That's 
unqueftionably  true.  The  man  who  does  not  walk  in 
the  commandments  of  God,  and  according  to  the  pre- 
cepts of  his  law,  muft  walk  in  darknefs.  What  rela- 
tion has  this  to  the  fubjed  in  debate  ?  does  the  Ex. 
pretend  that  the  Scriptures  written  in  David's  time  are 
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a  fofficieht  "rule  of  faith?  that  thev  contain  all  the 
truths  which  we  Chriftians  are  to  believe,  and  all  the 
rules  of  morality,  which  we  are  to  pra<5iife  ?  if  fo,  the 
whole  New  Teftament  is  ufelefs.  The  Pialmift 
praifes  the  beauties  and  fanclity  of  the  divine  law,  of 
which  no  Chriftian  ever  doubted — does  not  fay  a  word 
of  the  fufficiency  of  Scripture  as  a  rule  of  faith;  nor 
does  he  fpeak  of  the  Scripture  at  all  :  for  the  law  of 
God,  his  precepts  and  his  commandments  were  ftr ici- 
ly obferved  before  there  was  a  line  of  the  Scriptures 
written  :  thus  we  read  in  the  book  of  Genefis :  "  Be- 
"'caufe -Abraham  obeyed  my  precepts,  and  commanJ- 
"  ments,  and  obferved  my  ceremonies  and  laws." — 
xxvi.  5.  The  intelligent  reader  need  not  be  informed 
that  the  book  of  Genefis  was  written  by  Mofes  one 
of  Abraham's  defendants,  fome  400  years  after  the 
death  of  that  patriarch  in  whofe  time  we  know  of 
no  Scripture  ;  and  all  who  believed  in  God,  and  ferved 
him,  muft  have  founded  theirfaith  and  practice  on  the 
unwritten  word  of  God,  what  we  call  oral  tradition.  So 
unlucky  is  this  Ex.  in  his  chofe  of  texts  to  fupport  his 
pretended  fufficiency  of  Scripture,  to  direcl  u>  in  the 
paths  of  Salvation,  that  in  their  intended  fignification, 
thev  uniformly  teach  the  contrary.  A  caufe  muft  be  to- 
tally defenceless  when  its  bell  chofen  proofs  are  againft 
it.  His  laft  argument  evinces  this  truth  beyond  a  con- 
tradiction "  it  is  fcarcely  credible,  fays  he,  p.  55." 
"  that  the  Gofpel,  which  was  preached  to  the  poor, 
"  to  the  ignorant  and  to  the  unlearned,  mould  have 
"  been  beyond  common  comprebeniion."  The  imme- 
diate inference  from  this  argument,  which  the  Ex.  un- 
fortunately overlooked,  or  perhaps  did  not  think  p  o- 
per  to  make,  for  reafons  known  to  himfeif,  is  that  th& 
Gofpel  was  preached  to  the  ignorant  and  unlearned, 
and  delivered  to  them  by  oral  tradition,  not  in  writing 
which  they  could  not  read  ;  that  thev  were  referred  to 
Paftors  for  inftruclion  both  in  futh  and  morality,  not 
to  the  Scriptures,  which  to  them  would  ha vq  been  ab- 
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folutely  unintelligible  and  totally  ufelefs  :  the  Art  of 
Printing  was  not  known  for  many  centuries  after  the 
eftablifliment  of  the  Chriftian  Church  ;  of  the  poor,  the 
ignorant  and  unlearned,  to  whom  the  Golpel  was 
preached,  not  one  of  a  thoufand  knew  how  to  read, 
and  not  one  of  fifty  thoufand  could  procure  a  manulcript 
copy  of  the  Scriptures ;  to  refer  thefe  men  to  the  Scrip- 
tures as  a  rule  of  faith  would  have  been  farcical,  and 
to  pretend  that  J.  Chriit  had  given  them  no  rule  of 
faich  at  all,  is  blafphemy. 

The  Ex.  having  proved,  as  he  pretends  that  the  in- 
fallibly of  the  Romim  Church  is  incredible,  that  is, 
without  offering  anv  argument  but  theie,  of  which  we 
have  already  Ihewn  the  futility,  he  gravely  tells  us, 
that  he  has  proved  a  truth,  which  the  whole  Chriftian 
world  believed  for  fifteen  centuries,  and  which  a  great 
majority  of  ChriiVians  continues  to  believe  to  be  incre- 
dible, condefcends  at  length  todifcufs  the  texts  which 
Mr.  B.  produced  in  lupport  of  this  do&rine. 

If  by  the  Romifh  Church  the  Ex.  underftands  that 
portion  of  the  Catholic  Church,  which  is  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  Rome,  or  thatdiocefs,  or  even  with- 
in the  Pope's  territories,  the  Romifh  Church  is  not  even 
mentioned  in  Mr.  B's  Letter  of  Inftru&ion  ;  if  by  the 
Romifh  Church  he  underftands  the  Catholic  Church 
in  communion  with  the  See  of  Rome,  fome  texts  were 
cited  in  that  Letter,  not  in  fupport  of  the  Church's  in- 
fallibility but  of  her  in:lefe&dity  ;  'tis  true  the  one  is  e{- 
fentially  connected  with  the  other,  and  bv  confounding: 
them  the  Ex.  ruins  his  own  caufe  :  for  the  indefech- 
bility  of  the  Church,  is  believed  and  publicly  profeifed 
bv  the  eftablifhed  Church  of  England,  though  the  in- 
fallibility of  which  'tis  the    natural  eonfequetice  be 
denied:  in  the  16th  Homily,  it  is  exprefsly  declared 
"  that  the  Holy  Ghoft,  the  fpirit  of  truth  has  been  and 
"  will  be  always  preient  with  the  Church,  governing 
"  and  directing  it  to  the  world's  end  ;  fo  that  it  never 
"  has  wanted,  nor  ever  will  want  while  the  world  eii- 
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"  dures,  pure  and  found  doctrine ;  the  lacraments  mi- 
**  niftered  according  to  Chrift's  holy  inftitution,  and  the 
"  right  ufe  of  ecclefiaftical  difcipline." 

'Its  true  the  framers  of  the  thirty  nine  Articles,  thefe 
tnafter-buildersof  this  new  edifice,  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land, found  it  convenient  to  give  the  Holy  Ghoft  an 
affiftant  inftructor  and  director  in  the  Church,  that  is, 
the  fpirit  of  error — and  of  all  others  the  moft  abomina- 
ble the fpirit  of  idolatry,  declaring  that  the  Church 
was  for  800  years  and  more  buried  in  abominable  ido- 
latry. How  the  Holy  Ghoft  the  fpirit  of  truth  fettled 
matters  with  his  affiftant  inftructor  and  governor,  the 
Spirit  of  Error,  we  leave  the  Manicheans  to  decide. 

The  framers  of  the  Articles  were  betrayed  into  this 
unpardonable  inconfiftency  by  a  fervile  imitation  of  the 
capital  reformers  in  the  confeffion  of  Ausbourg,  of  all 
confeffions  publifhed  by  the  reformed  Churches  the 
moft  authentic  ;  or  to  fpeak  correctly,  the  only  one  au- 
thentic, though  it  has  been  fince  reformed  more  than 
once.  The  viith.  Article  ftates  : — "  That  there  is  a 
"  Holy  Church,  which  will  remain  for  ever ;  but  the 
"  Church  is  the  AJfembly  of  Saints,  in  which  the  Gof~ 
u  pel  is  taught  and  the  Sacraments  duly  adminijlered" 
The  reader  will  pleafc  to  remark  that  the  reformers 
had  not  yet  affurned  the  name  of  Proteftants,  or  ie- 
parated  themfelves  by  any  authentic  act  or  declara- 
tion from  the  Catholic  Church,  when  this,  confeflion 
of  faith  was  fubferibed  and  prefented  to  Charles  V. 
in  1530.  This  they  themfelves  acknowledge  in 
dofing  the  expofition  of  their  doctrine :  "  fuch,"  fay 
they,  "  is  the  abridgement  of  our  faith,  in  which  no- 
"  thing  will  be  feen  contrary  to  the  Scripture,  nor  to 
"  the  Catholic  Church,  nor  even  to  the  Roman  Church, 
"  as  far  as  it  can  be  known  by  its  writers.  The  diG- 
"  pute  rolls  il  fagil,  on  fome  trifling  abufes  which  have 
M  been  introduced  into  the  Churches  without  any  cer- 
"  tain  authority,  and  though  there  be  fome  difference, 
"  it  ought  to  be  tolerated :  becaufe  'tis  not  neceffary 
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u  the  rites  of  Churches  be  in  all  places  the  fame." — 
Conf.  Aug.  Art.  C2C2.  Edit.  Gen.  p.  22  X  23.  The 
viith.  Article  already  cited,  is  manifeftly  fubverfive  of 
the  whole  reformation  ;  on  it  Catholics  propofed  fome 
verv  embarraffing  queftions,  to  which  no  fatisfactory 
anlwer  has  been,  or  ever  will  be  given  :  if,  faid  they,, 
"  the  Church  be  holy  why  do  you  pretend  that  there  is 
"  fuperftition  and  idolatry  taught  and  praclifed  in  it  ?" 
Idolatry  and  fandity  are  as  oppofite  as  light  and  dark- 
nefs.  If  the  Church  be  the  AfTembly  of  Saints,  why 
do  you  feparate  yourfelves  from  it  ?  to  feparate  your- 
feives  from  the  AfTembly  of  the  Saints  is  to  acknow- 
ledge yourfelves  impious. 

Thele  texts  which  Mr.  B.  did  not  produce  in  his 
Letter  of  lnftruclion,  the  Writer  begs  leave  to  infert 
for  the  entire  fatisfaclion  of  the  Ex.  and  his  powerful 
Ally.  In  the  next  edition  of  the  Examination  a  refu- 
tation will  be  expected,  or  a  candid  acknowledgment 
that  a  new  fyftem  founded  on  mifreprefentation,  and 
fubftituted  to  the  primitive  faith  of  Chriftians,  muft  be 
fupported  by  the  fame  means,  which  gave  it  birth. 

The  Writer  thinks  it  neceffary  to  inform  his  reader, 
that  he  does  not  vouch  for  the  accuracy  of  the  Prote- 
ftant  verfion  of  the  Bible,  though  he  takes  fome  texts 
from  it.  The  tranflators  themfelves  honeftly  acknow- 
ledge that  they  have  had  recourfc  to  conjecture.  A 
man's  credit  muft  be  low  indeed  when  'tis  not  evidence 
againft  himfelf;  he  alfo  premifes  that  hepromifcuoufly 
cites  thefe  texts  of  the  Old  and  New  Teftament,  which 
clearly  announce  the  indefeclibility,  perpetual  vifibility 
and  infallibility  of  Chrift's  Church  on  earth  for  thele 
attributes  of  the  Church  are  inleparably  connected,  as 
will  be  fhewn  in  the  courfe  of  the  work;  he  docs  not 
enquire  whether  the  Church  of  Chrift  be  the  Roman 
Church,  or  the  Englifh  Church,  or  a  Church  of  any 
other  denomination:  fuch  an  enquiry  is  ufelefs  :  for  if 
it  be  incontrovertibly  true  that  the  Church  of  Chrift  is 
and  was  perpetually  vifible,  finee  the  publication  of  the 
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New  Law  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft,  all  the  different  fo« 
cieties,  which  have  fince  been  formed ;  all  the  Chur- 
ches whofe  commencement  is  fixed  by  Catholics  to  a 
later  date,  and  admitted  by  the  members  of  thefe 
Churches  to  have  commenced  at  that  time  in  their  pre- 
fent  form,  are  manifc-ftly  no  parts  nor  portions  of  the 
one  Church  of  Chrift  at  all  times  and  without  any  cef* 
fation  vifible. 

The  firft  text  is  cited  from  the  prophecy  of  Ifaias^  ii. 
2.  The  title  of  this  chapter  in  the  Proteftant  vertion 
admits  that  the  prophet  Ipeaks  of  Chrift's  kingdom. — 
By  Chrift's  kingdom  all  Chriftians  underftand  his 
Church.  The  jetv<5  vainly  imagined  that  the  promi- 
fed  Mefuas  would  be  a  temporal  Prince,  and  that  he 
would  re-eftablifh  the  Jewifh  monarchy  in  its  former 
fplendor.  'Tis  prefumed  that  the  Ex'rs  opinion  does 
not  coincide  with  thi-.  Jewifh  fancy,  "  and  it  mall  come 
"  to  pais,"  fays  the  Prophet,  "  in  the  laft  days,  that 
46  the  mountain  of  the  Lord's  houfe  mail  be  eflablimed 
"  in  the  top  of  the  mountains,  and  mall  be  exalted 
"  above  the  hills,  and  all  nations  fhall  flow  unto  it ; 
"  and  many  peoples  will  come  and  fay,  let  us  go  up  to 
"  the  mountain  of  the  Lord,  to  the  houfe  of  the  God 
U.  of  Jacob,  and  He  will  ttach  us  vejorenou  his  ways, 
"  and  we  will  walk  in  his  paths,  becaule  from  Sion 
"  will  go  out  the  law  tJiorah  and  the  word  of  God  from 
"  Jeruialem,  and  he  will  judge  amongft  the  Gentiles." 

7  he  Prophet  in  terms  as  ftrongly  expi  effive  as  lan- 
guage can  afford  announces  the  viiibilitv,  the  univer- 
lability  and  infallibility  of  Chrift's  Church.  'Tis 
vifibility  :  Nothing  can  be  more  vifible  than  a  moun- 
tain elevated  on  the  fummit  of  mountains,  the  man 
muft  be  blind  indeed,  who  does  not  fee  it;  its  aniver- 
failty^  "  all  nations  fhall  flow  to  it,  the  Pfalmift  had 
"  laid  "  he  fhall  rule  from  fea  to  fea  and  from  the 
"  river  (Jordan)  to  the  ends  of  the  earth,"  PJ\  71. 
Ilebr.  72.  v.  b.  and  v.  11th,  "  all  Kings  lhall  adore 
"  him,  and  all  nations  fhall  lerve  him.    And  v.  I7. 
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"  Let  his  name  be  for  ever,  his  name  is  eftablifhed  be- 
«-  fore  the  Sun,  in  him  all  nations  are.  bleffed."  Thefe 
words  of  the  Pfalmift  require  no  comment :  they  can- 
not be  applied  but  to  the  Saviour,  'tis  fimplv  a  repeti- 
tion of  the  promife  made  to  Abraham,  xii.  3.  &  xxvi. 
4.  Gen.  "  in  thy  feed  (hall  all  the  nations  of  the  eaitk 
"  be  bleffed."  In  this  fenfe  St.  Paul  underftood  it, 
fee  his  Epiftle  to  the  Galatians  third  chapter.  In 
thefe  texts  and  other  fimilar,  of  the  Old  Teftament 
the  univerfality  of  Chrift's  Church  is  fo  diftindly  fore- 
told that  'tis  an  article  inferted  in  the  baptilmal  creed, 
commonly  called  the  Apoftles  creed  :  "  I  believe  in  the 
"  Holy  Catholic  Church."  That  this  univerfality  in- 
cludes both  time  and  place  and  excludes  every  error  we 
fhall  fee  prefently  :  in  the  text  cited  from  the  prophecy 
of  If aias  'tis  faid  "  let  usafcend  to  the  houfe  of  the  God 
"  of  Jacob,  and  He  will  teach  us  his  ways."  St.  Paul 
attefts  that  the  Church  is  the  Houfe  of  God.  1.  Tim* 
iii.  15.  'Tis  therefore  God  himfelf  who  teaches  in 
his  Church  by  the  miniftry  of  thefe  teachers  and  Fac- 
tors, whom  he  has  deputed  for  the  perfection  of  the 
Saints.  Eph.iv.  Of  this  truth  we  have  the  exprefs  tefti- 
mony  of  the  Apoftle  "  we  are  the  AmbaiTadors  of 
"  Chrift."  "  uper  Chrifiou  oun  pre/buomen."  2.  Cor.  v. 
20.  "  As  God  exhorting  by  us  ds  theou  parakalountos 
"  di  imdn  This  is  manifeftly  a  confequence  of  that 
authentic  promife,  which  Chrift  made  to  his  Apoftles, 
that  he  would  be  with  them  teaching  and  baptiiing  to 
the  end  of  time.  Matt.  ult. 

God,  whether  he  teaches  immediately  by  himfelf,  as 
when  vifible  here  on  earth,  or  by  his  qainifters,  as  fince 
his  afcenfion,  teaches  no  errors  at  all.  Would  the  Ex. 
or  his  Ally  condefcend  to  inform  us  on  what  authority 
the  framers  of  the  articles  gave  to  J.  Chrift,  an  affift- 
ant  inftru&or  to  teach  idolatry  and  other  damnable 
errors  in  his  Church  ? 

In  the  paiTige  of  Ifaias  under  confideration  'tis  faid 
"  the  law  will  go  out  from  Siou"   4%  cut  mitfion  thc.'ie' 

"  ihorah? 
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"  thorah"  The  Hebrew  term  thorah  is  in  a  particular 
manner  applied  to  the  law  of  Mofes,  including  all  the 
ceremonies,  rites  and  obfervances  of  the  Jewifti  wor- 
fhip,  hence  'tis  faid  that  Jofue,  after  having  made  a  co- 
venant with  the  children  of  Ifrael  their  God  "  wrote 
"  all  thefe  things  in  the  book  of  the  law  of  God." 
"  Befepher  thoraih  Elohim"    The  law  therefore  of 
which  the  Prophet  fpeaks  is  manifeftly  the  new  law  in 
contradiftinclion  to  the  old,  given  by  an  Angel  through 
the  miniftry  of  Mofes  ;  this  law  went  out  from  Sion, 
and  the  word  of  God  from  Jerufalem  by  the  preaching 
of  the  Apoftles,  who  commenced  their  miffion  there  ; 
to  fulfil  the  prophecy  it  muft  extend  to  all  nations, 
which  will  flow  to  this  Houfe  of  God  like  the  waters  of 
a  great  river  "  naharou  elaio  dial  goiim"    Of  this 
truth  we  have  the  teftimony  of  Chrift  himfelf,  when 
after  having  opened  the  difciples  mind  to  underftand 
the  Scriptures,  he  told  them  that  penance  and  remit 
(ions  of  fins  in  the  name  of  Chrift,  muft  be  preached 
to  all  nations  beginning  from  Jerufalem.    Lake  ult. 
Here  we  have  univerfality  of  place  in  exprefs  terms  ; 
and  we  find  univerfality  of  time  as  ftrongly  expreffed  : 
for  as  the  preaching  of  the  Gofpel  did  not,  nor  could  not 
come  to  all  nations  at  the  fame  time,  it  muft  come 
in  the  courfe  of  time  ;  and  the  Saviour  himfelf  fixes  the 
limit  at  the  confummation  of  time  :  "  this  Gofpel  of 
"  the  kingdom  of  God,  faid  he,  will  be  preached  in  the 
"  whole  world,  and  then  the  end  will  come     tote  gxei 
to  telos.  Matt.  xxiv.  14.     If  the  E",x,  will  have  the 
complaifance  to  admit  that  Chrift's  prefcience  could 
extend  to  the  end  of  time,  his  wifdom  devife  means  to 
fulfil  his  promife,  and  his  power  employ  thefe  means, 
the  controverfy  is  at  an  end  :    for  Chrift  fays,  in  lan- 
guage as  diftinclly  intelligible  as  ever  was  penned 
— That  his  Gofpel  would  be  preached  to  all  nations; 
that  this  preaching  would  continue  to  the  end  of  time  ; 
that  he  himfelf  would  be  with  the  preachers  of  his 
Gofpel  all  days  pa/as  cmeras  without  interruption  till 
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the  confummation  the  Prophet  fays  that  'tis  he  him- 
felf  who  will  teach  us  vejorenou,  as  he  does  not  teach  by 
himfelf  he  muft  by  his  ministers  or  he  has  broken  his 
promife,  and  the  prophet  has  deceived  us.  To  after t 
either,  is  blalphemy  ;  and  to  pretend  that  he  teaches 
error  or  permits  an  affiftant  inftruclor  to  teach  error 
in  his  Church  is  fomething  worfe  than  blafphemy.  So 
much  for  the  firft  text,  let  us  pafs  to  the  fecond.  'Tis 
the  ixth.  of  Ifaias.  This  chapter  is  underftood  of 
Chrift's  fpiritual  kingdom  by  all  Chriftians  ;  the  title 
of  the  chapter  in  the  Jewim  edition  of  the  Hebrew- 
Bible,  with  Mafibretic  points,  is,  "  the  promife  of  a 
"  more  happy  age  under  a  Great  King  "  of  the  en- 
"  creafe  of  his  Government  and  Peace  there  fhall  be 
"  no  end  upon  the  throne  of  David,  and  upon  his  king- 
"  dom,  to  order  it  and  eftablifh  it  with  judgement  and 
"  withjuftice  from  henceforth  and  for  ever,  the  zeal 
"  of  the  Lord  of  Hofts  will  perform  this."  In  theie 
expreffive  terms  the  Prophet  declares:  that  there  will 
be  no  end  to  the  encreafe  of  Chrift's  kingdom  nor  to  the 
peace  and  harmony  which  he  will  eftablifh  within  his 
kingdom:  Lemarebeth  ha  mi/rah  ve  le  Jlialom  cm 
Kets.  Confirming  it  le  hachin  otliah  ;  and  found- 
ing it  ve  le  feliadah  in  judgment  and  juftice  from 
now  me  hattah  and  for  ever  ve  ad  ho  lam  this  con- 
firmation of  the  Church,  or  Chrift's  fpiritual  kingdom, 
in  judgment  and  juftice  forever  the  Prophet  afcribes  to 
the  zeal  of  the  Lord  of  Hofts  :  kinaath  Jehovah  tsiboatk 
thahofeh  zoth,  and  he  excludes  the  mod  diftant  idea  of 
any  interruption  or  intermiffion.  Saving,  from  now 
meattha  and  for  ever  ve  ad  holem.  Does  the  Ex.  fi- 
gure to  himfelf  that  errors  in  faith  are  confident  with 
judgment  and  ju/iice  ?  that  an  interruption  of  800  years 
is  compatible  with  that  permanent  peace  andunceafing 
encreafe  of  Chrift's  kingdom  which  the  prophet  pro- 
tnifes  for  which  he  gives  the  power  of  God  as  fecurity  ? 

In  the  54th  chapter  the  Prophet  fpeaks  in  terms  of 
admiration  of  the  univerfality  of  Chrift's  Church. 
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The  title  in  the  Jewifh  edition  prefixed  to  this  chapter 
is,  "  The  extent  and  fecurity  of  the  new  ftate,"  St, 
Paul  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  iv.  27.  cites  the" 
Fir  ft  verfc  of  this  chapter  to  fhew  that  we  Chriftians 
ti re  the  brethren  of  Ifaac  according  to  the  promife  a£ 
children  of  the  Church  of  the  Gentiles  which  was  in 
being  before  the  fynagogue  was  inftituted  ;  but  then 
(leferted  for  a  time,  that  is,  during  the  continuance  of 
the  fynagogue,  and  hence  is  called  in  that  chapter  a 
widow- — either  St.  Paul  miftook  the  intended  fenfe  of 
the  Prophet,  or  Jfaias  in  that  chapter  addrefTes  him- 
felf  to  the  Church  of  Chrift :  "  Give  praife,"  fays  he, 
"  .  .  .  .  .  for  manv  are  the  children  of  the  defolate 

"  more  than  of  the  married  wife  enlarge  the 

a  place  of  thy  tents  .....  fpare  not  for  thou  fhalt 
"  i>reak  forth  on  the  right  hand  and  on  the  left,  and 
"  thy  feed  mall  inherit  Nations  ....  fear  not  for  thou 
*'  fhalt  not  be  confounded  nor  blufh  .  .  .  .  .  for  he  who 
"  hath  made  thee  mail  rule  over  thee  Eaalika  the  Lord 
"  of  Hoits  is  his  name,  and  thy  Redeemer  the  holy  one 
u  of  Ifrael  mail  be  called  the  God  of  all  the  earth  .  .  .  . 
*  this  thing  is  to  me  as  in  the  days  of  Noah  to  whom 
ft  I  fwore  that  I  would  no  more  bring  the  waters  of 
^  Noah  upon  the  earth,  lb  I  have  fworn  not  to  be  angry 
"  with  thee,  and  not  to  rebuke  thee :  for  the  moun- 
"  tains  mall  be  moved  and  the  earth  mall  tremble,  but 
"  my  mercy  mall  not  depart  from  thee,  and  the  co- 
"  venant  of  my  peace  fhall  not  be  moved,  faith  the 
u  Lord  ;  who  hath  mercy  on  thee  A  comment  on 
this  p'aflage  would  rather  tend  to  obfenre  than  elucidate 
t  he  fenfe  of  it : — the  prophet  fays,  u  that  the  Redeera- 
"  er  will  be  acknowledged  God  of  all  the  Earth  ;  that 
he  will  govern  h;s  Church  with  the  care  and  attention 
with  which  a  hulband  rules  his  wife:  "  Baalika"  that 
the  Covenant  which  he  makes  with  her  mall  never 
ceafe,  nor  his  mercy  depart  from  her. — She  will  there- 
fore exift  under  his  immediate  direction  till  the  end  of* 
time.     All  attempts  to  deftroy  a  Church  under  the 
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immediate  protection  of  Almighty  Power  are  ineffec- 
tual. Hence  the  Saviour  lays  that,  66  the  Gates  is,  that 
iC  the  powers  of  Hell  will  not  prevail  againft  her." — 
Matt.xvu  12.  Ifaias  had  faid  in  the  lame  chapter, 
v.  17.  "  every  weapon  which  is  formed  againft  thee 
fc<  mall  mils,  and  every  tongue  which  rifes  in  judg- 
"  ment  againft  thee,  thou  lhalt  condemn."  If  the  firft 
reformer  had  weighed  well  the  force  of  this  promife  he 
would  have  feen  that  as  he  himfelf  did  not  compoie  the 
Church  to  which  the  promife  was  made,  his  opposition 
to  her  eftablilhed  doctrine  placed  him  evidently  .a- 
mongft  thefe  tongues,  which  rife  up  in  judgment 
againft  her,  and  that  of  courfe,  Ihe  would  condemn 
him.  This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  every  innovator, 
w7ho  has  formed  a  party  fince  the  x\poftles'  days.  The 
argument  is  infoluble  if  the  Ex.  will  admit  that  the 
promife  was  made  to  the  Catholic  Church  t  if  he  de- 
nies it,  let  him  affigh  fome  other  Church  vilible  lince 
the  Apoftles'  days,  without  interruption  or  intermil- 
Jion. 

St.  Paul  to  the  Romans,  xi.  2$,  cites  the  20th,  an  I 
21ft,  verfes  of  the  59th  chapter  of  Ifaks,  tofliew  that 
after  the  fulneis  of  the  nations  Ihould  come  in  then 
Ifrael  would  be  laved.  This  palfage  therefore  muft 
be  underftood  of  Chrift's  Church,  and  his  Church 
muft  continue  vilible  till  the  plenitude  of  nations  have 
entered  that  the  Jews  then  remaining  may  be  united  to 
it,  or  as  the  Apoftle  exprelles  it,  be  engrafted  on  it. 
*Tis  ridiculous  to  pretend  that  they  Ihould  unite  in 
communion  with  an  in  vilible  Church — the  title  of  this 
chapter  in  the  Proteftant  verfion  is,  «  Chrift's  covenant 
«  with  his  Church."  «  There  mall  come,M  lays  the 
Prophet,  "  a  Redeemer  to  Sion  and  to  thole,  who  re- 
**  turn  from  iniquity  in  Jacob,  faith  the  Lord:  this  is 
"  my  covenant  with  them,  faith  the  Lord,  my  fpirit 
u  which  is  over  thee,  and  my  word?,  which  i  have 
"  put  in  thy  mouth,  mall  net  depart  from  thy  mouth, 
M  nor  from  the  mouth  of  thy  feed,  nor  from  the  mouth 
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"  of  thy  feed's  feed,  faith  the  Lord,  from  henceforth  and 
"  for  ever.  If.  ix.  20,  21.  Here  we  have  the  moft 
exprefs  and  intelligible  declaration  that  the  Spirit  of 
the  Lord  is  with  his  Church  ;  that  his  words  are  in  her 
mouth,  not  errors  nor  fictions,  but  his  truth  :  for  he  is 
the  . God  of  truth,  and  by  her  mouth  he  teaches  as  he 
did  the  primitive  Chriftians  by  the  mouth  of  the  Apol- 
tks  ;  and  his  words  are  in  the  mouth  of  her  feed,  that 
is,  in  the  mouth  of  the  immediate  fucceffors  of  the  Apof- 
ties  whom  they  fpiritually  begot  by  the  word  of  God, 
as  St.  Paid  fays:  "  In  J.  Chnft,  by  the  Gofpel  I  have 
"  begotten  ye:"—"  cngar  Chrifto  Jefo  clia  ton  Evange- 
"  lion  Egoumus  egencfa"  1  Cor.  iv.  15.  and  in  the 
mouth  of  their  feed's  feed,  that  is  in  the  mouth  of 
thefe  who  were  fpiritually  begotten  by  the  immediate 
fucceffoxs  of  the  Apoftles,  and  fo  on,  fays  the  prophet 
from  now  and  for  ever  meattha  ve  ad  kolam.  If  this 
be  not  a  pofitive  declaration  on  the  part  of  God  by  his 
Prophet  that  the  Church  to  the  end  of  time  will  con- 
tinue to  teach  his  words  under  the  direction  of  his  di- 
vine fpirit,  the  Writer  does  not  underfland  the  force  of 
language.  However,  for  the  greater  latisfaction  of  the 
Ex.  and  his  Ally,  he  begs  to  introduce  a  fpeaker  of 
high  authority  on  this  fubjecl:  J.  Chrift  himlelf  fays 
that  his  divine  fpirit  will  inherit  his  Church  and  re- 
main with  her  till  the  confummation  :  "  I  will  alk  the 
"  Father  and  he  will  give  you  another  Paraclete  that 
u  he  may  remain  with  you  for  ever,  eis  aiona :  the 
u  fpirit  of  truth."  John  xiv.  16.  The  Apoftles  were 
not  to  continue  in  this  world  for  ever,  the  fpirit  of 
truth  muft  therefore  continue  with  them,  in  their  fuc- 
ceffors. The  Saviour  affigns  the  end  for  which  this 
fpirit  of  truth  is  fent  :  "  when  he  comes  the  fpirit  of 
"  truth  he  will  lead  you  odegefei  into  all  truth.  John 
xvi.  13.  He  had  faid,  John  xvi.  26\  *>  the  Paraclete, 
"  the  H.  Ghoft,  whom  the  father  will  fend  in  my  name, 
"  will  teach  you  all  things  and  bring  to  your  memory 
^  all  the  things  which  I  have  faid  to  you.    From  this 
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pafTage  'tis  manifest  that  the  end  for  which  the  Holy 
Ghoft  prcfides  over  the  Apoftlc.s  iu  their  fucceflbrs  the 
Paflors  of  Chnft's  Church,  is  to  inftruct  them  in  the 
truths  of  religion  ;  thefe  truths  which  Chrift  himfelf 
revealed,  which  without  the  affiftance .  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  would  have  been  forgotten  upemnefei  umas. 
He  will  remind  you  fays  the  Saviour.    If  the  Ex.  ima- 
gines that  errors  in  faith  are  confiftent  with  this  pro- 
mifed  afliftance  and  fpecial  protection  of  the  Holy 
Ghofr,  hemuft  permit  us  Catholics  to  believe  St.  Paul, 
who  is  of  a  contrary  opinion  :   44  what  union,"  fays 
the  Apoftle,   "  between  light  and  darknefs  ?  what 
"  agreement  between  Chrift  and  Belial  ?  or  what 
"  part  has  the  believer  with  the  infidel  ?  anil  what 
"  agreement  hath  the  temple  of  God  with  idols?  for 
"  for  you  are  the  temple  of  the  living  God,  as  God 
"  iaith,  1  will  dwell  in  them  and  walk  amongft  them, 
4i  and  1  will  be  their  God  and  they  mall  be  my  peo- 
"  pie."    2  Cor.  vi.  14,  15.    'Tis  beyond  a  contradic- 
tion that  the  Apoftle  in  this  paflage  fpeaks  of  the 
Church  of  J.  Chrift,  in  which  he  admits  the  imme- 
diate prefence  of  God  as  in  his  temple,  from  which  his 
truth  excludes  every  made  of  error,  as  light  expels 
darknefs,  and  as  faith  effaces  infidelity. 

In  the  GOth  chapter  of  his  prophecy,  Ifaias,  fpeak- 
ing  of  the  glory  of  Chrift's  Church,  fays  that,  44  Its 
"gates  are  always,  open;  that  they  will  not  be  flint 
"  night  or  day,  that  the  ftrength  of  nations  may  be 
"  brought  into  it,- and  their  Kings  adduced  to  it," 
11.  v.  And  he  concludes  thus,  44  the  nation  and 
44  kingdom  that  will  not  ferve  thee  fhall  periih."  12.  v. 
In  the  next  chapter  the  prophet  introduces  the  Re- 
deemer fpeaking,  if  we  believe  St.  Ltde,  or  rather  J. 
Chrift  himfelf,  who  after  reading  the  firft  verfe  of 
that  chapter  in  the  fynagogue,  faid,  44  this  day  the  pro- 
44  phecv  is  fulfilled  in  your  ears."  Luke  iv.  19.  In 
the  8th  verfe  of  the  prophecy  we  read,  44  becaufe  I 
"  the  Lord  love  judgment  and  hate  rapine  in  the  whole 
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burnt-offering ;  I  will  give  their  \vork  in  truth,  and 
"  make  a  perpetual  covenant  with  them."  The  truth 
therefore  mail  never  depart  from  them.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  prophet  is  lb  ftrongly  expreliive  that  a 
comment  would  only  diminifh  the  force  of  it.  Let  us 
pafs  from  Ifaias  to  another  prophet  of  equal  authority. 

Jcremias  fays  :  Jer.  xxxi.  34,  &c.  "  Behold  the 
"  days  will  come  faith  the  Lord,  and  I  will  make  a 
"  new  covenant  with  the  houfe  of  Ifrael  and  with  the 

houfe  of  Juda  ;  not  according  to  the  covenant  which 
"  I  made  with  their  fathers  on  the  day  when  I  took 
"  them  by  the  hand  to  bring  them  out  of  the  land  of 
**  Egypt,  which  they  broke;  ....  this  is  the  cove- 

nant  which  I  will  make  with  the  houfe  of  Ifrael  after 
"  thefe  days  faith  the  Lord  :  I  will  give  my  law  tho- 
"  rathi  in  their  bowels  Bequirbam,  and  on  their  heart 
"  will  [  write  it,  and  I  will  be  to  them  a  God  and  they 

"  will  be  to  me  a  people  .  .  •  thus  faith  the 

u  Lord,  who  gives  the  Sun  to  enlighten  the  day  and 
44  the  order  of  the  moon  and  flars  to  enlighten  the 
u  night,  whoftirreth  up  the  fea  and  its  waves  refound, 
*6  the  Lord  of  Hofts  is  his  name :  if  thefe  ordinances 
*4  (hall  fail  before  me,  faith  the  Lord,  then  alfo  the 

feed  of  Ifrael  fhall  fail  lb  as  not  to  be  a  nation  be- 
*4  fore  me  for  ever.1'  In  the  enfuing  chapter,  i/.  40. 
the  Lord  fays  by  his  prophet,  "  and  I  will  make 

an  cverlajiing  covenant  with  them,  and  will 
u  not  ceafe  to  do  them  good."  If  the  Ex.  can  prevail 
on  himfetf  to  believe  that  St.  Paul  underftood  the 
Prophet's  meaning,  we  find  him  explain  this  promife 
of  the  New  Teftament  or  the  New  Covenant  of 
Chrift  with  his  Church  :  from  this  very  text  the  Apol- 
lle  infers  that  the  Covenant  made  with  the  fynagogue 
was  declared  old  and  conlequently  on  the  point  of  being 
.  ohihed,  fee  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  viii.  chap. 
Does  the  Ex.  know  of  any  covenant,  which  is  to  fuc- 

•eed  the  New  ?  does  he  find  in  any  part  of  the  fcrip- 

fres  tfiattbs  New  Covenant  was  to  be  fucceeded  by 
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another  ?  if  not  he  muft  admit  that  'twill  continue  i& 
he  end  of  time,  and  whilft  it  continues  J.  Chrift  will 
write  his  law  in  the  hearts  of  his  people  ;  his  divine 
grace  will  enlighten  their  underftanding  and  direft 
their  will.  A  law  thus  written  is  not  eafily  effaced. 
The  intelligent  reader  need  not  be  informed  that  the 
promifes  made  to  the  Houfe  of  Ifrael  and  Juda,  and 
the  city  of  jerufalem  are  underftood  of  the  Chriftian 
Church ;  and  the  uninformed  Chriftian  may  reft  fatis- 
fied  with  the  authority  of  St.  Paul — in  the  fourth  chap- 
ter of  his  Epiftle  to  the  Romans  the  Apoftle  fhews  that 
the  promife  was  made  to  Abraham  before  he  was  cir- 
circumcifed,  that  he  of  courle  is  father  of  all  the  faith- 
ful whether  of  the  circumcifion  or  not : — "  Who  is  fa- 
"  ther  of  us  all :  as  it  is  written :  becaufe  I  have  pla- 
"  ced  thee  father  of  many  nations.*'  ver.  16. — and  yet 
more  exprefsly  to  the  Galatians,  iii.  '29.  "  if  you  be 
"  of  J.  Chrift,  therefore  you  are  the  feed  of  Abraham,. 
"  heirs  according  to  the  promife  ;"  and  again  iv.  28. 
ci  we  are  the  brethren  according  to  Jfaac,  the  children 
of  the  promife." 

The  Prophet  Ezclicl  fpeaks  of  the  fpiritual  duration 
of  Chrift's  Church  in  terms  energetic:  "  Mv  fervant 
"  David  mall  be  King  over  them,  and  one  fhepherd 

"  over  them  all  and  I  will  make  a  cove- 

u  nant  of  peace  with  them,  and  an  eternal  covenant 
"  'twill  be  to  them,  Bercth  holam  jehejeh  otham,  and 
"  I  will  eftablilh  them  and  multiply  them,  and  I  will 
"  place  myfan&uary  in  the  mid  ft  of  them  forever." 
Ez.  xxxvii.  '26. — In  allulion  to  this  promife  the  Savi- 
our faid  :  "  I  have  other  lheep  which  are  not  of  this- 
fold,  (the  fynagogue)  thefe  I  muft  bring ;  they  will 
"  hear  my  voice ;  there  will  be  one  flock  and  one 
"  fhepherd."  Johnx.  IG.  'Tis  well  known  that  the 
Saviour  whilft  vifible  here  on  earth  did  not  preach  to 
the  heathen  nations  ;  in  the  words  of  his  minifters 
they  hear  his  voice  and  are  collected  into  his  fold*  So 
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true  it  is  that  'tis  he  himfelf  who  teaches  his  ways  in 
his  Church  as  the  Prophet  Ifaias  fays,  vejorenou. 

Words  cannot  more  diftindlly  mark  the  unfhaken 
ftability  of  ChrifVs  Church  or  his  fpiritual  kingdom 
than  thefe  of  the  Prophet  Daniel. — u  In  the  days  of 
"  thefe  kingdoms  the  God  of  Heaven  will  raife  a 
"  kingdom  which  will  not  be  diffipated."  Dan.  ii.  49. 
In  allufion  to  this  St.  Paul  fays  that,  "  J.  Chrift  muft 
"  reign  till  he  puts  all  enemies  under  his  feet,  the  laft 
u  enemy  deftroyed  is  death."  1  Cor.  xv.  25.  If  J. 
Chrift  be  a  King  to  reign  over  his  kingdom,  as  St, 
Paul  fays,  till  death  be  abforpt  in  vidtory,  which  will 
not  happen  before  the  refurreftion  ;  if  he  be  a  fhep- 
herd  as  he  fays  himfelf,  will  the  Ex.  or  fbme  of  his 
friends  be  good  enough  to  inform  us  what  became  of 
his  kingdom  before  that  invincible  hero  Martin  Ln- 
*/*er  reinftated  him  on  his  throne?  was  he  a  king  with* 
out  a  kingdom,  a  meer  pretender,  a  mepherd  without 
a  flock  ?  God  faid  by  his  Prophet  Ezekiel :  "  I  will 
"  raiie  over  them  one  mepherd,  my  fervant  David, 
"He  will  feed  them,  and  he  will  be  lo  them  a  fliep- 
"  herd.  I  the  Lord  will  be  their  God,  and  my  fervant 
"  David  a  prince,  in  the  midft  of  them,  I  the  Lord 
"  have  faid  it,  I  will  make  with  them  a  covenant  of 
"  peace  and  I  will  expel  evil  beafts  from  the  earth.'* 
Ezek.  xxxiv. 

In  the  prophecy  of  Jeremy  we  read,  "  I  will  give 
"  paftors  according  to  my  heart,  and  they  will  feed 
*6  you  with  dodtrine  and  fcience,"  Jer.  iii.  15.  In 
allufion  to  thefe  promifes  the  Saviour  fays  of  himfelf, 
"  I  am  the  good  mepherd,  I  know  my  fheep  and  my 

"  fheep  know  me  my  fheep  hear  my  voice  ^ 

"  and  1  know  them,  and  they  follow  me  and 

"  no  man  fhall  take  them  out  of  my  hand."  John  x. 
The  Scriptures  both  Old  and  New  reprefent  the  Sa- 
viour as  afhepherd  feeding  his  flock.  By  what  means 
®r  by  what  extraordinary  power  was  he  robbed  of  his 

flock  ? 
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flock  ?  he  himfelf  declared  that  no  man  mould  take 
them  out  of  his  hands.  The  Ex.  will  excufe  a  reflex- 
ion, which  naturally  prefents  itfelf,  during  them  me- 
morable days  of  Popilh  ignorance  and  fuperftition — ■ 
during  them  800  years  in  which  the  Church  was  im- 
merfed  in  abominable  idolatry  and  taught  fundamental 
errors  in  faith,  where  was  the  flock  which  J.  Chrift  fed 
with  doctrine  and  fcience  ?  Papifts,  if  we  believe  the 
framersof  the  thirty-nine  articles,  whole  opinion  the 
Ex.  muft  adopt,  were  idolaters,  j.  Chrift  does  not 
teach  idolaters,  nor  does  he  feed  an  idolatrous  flock. 
Proteftants  he  did  not  teach  :  for  there  were  none  be- 
fore the  reformation  in  1517.  The  firft  reformers  did 
not  even  pretend  that  there  was  a  kingdom  or  ftate,  a 
city,  town,  or  country  village  on  earth,  in  which  the 
reformed  docVme  was  taught  before  their  own  time  : 
the  father  of  this  pretended  reformation,  Luther,  poll  - 
lively  alTerts  that  he  himfelf  commenced  it,  and  coin- 
plains  bitterly  that  Zui?iglius  had  the  aflfurance  to  con- 
tend this  prerogative  with  him.  Zuulglius  had  faid  in 
the  explanation  of  the  18th  article,  that  before  the  name 
of  Luther  was  known,  he  himfelf  had  preached  the 
Gofpel,  that  is  the  reformation,  in  Switzerland.  La- 
ther, not  overftccked  with  patience  at  any  time,  was 
exafperated  beyond  mealure  at  this  attempt  to  rob 
him  of  the  glory  of  beginning  the  reformation  ;  he 
wrote  to  the  people  of  Strafburgh  "  that  he  dared  to 
"  glory  in  having  firft  preached  Jems  Chrift  ;  but  that 
"  Zuinglius  wimed  to  deprive  him  of  that  glory.  How, 
"  continues  this  zealous  patriarch,  to  be  iilent  when 
"  men  difturb  our  churches  and  attack  our  authority  i. 
"  if  they  be  not  defirous  of  weakening  their  own  au- 
"  thority  they  ought  not  to  weaken  ours."  And  in  the 
conclufion  he  fays,  u  there  is  no  mean,  that  either  they 
44  or  he  himfelf  are  minifters  of  Satan."  Tom.  ii.  Jat. 
EpL  202. 

If  pride,  arrogance,  perjury  and  fenfuality  qualify  a 
man  for  fuch  a  miniftrv,  his  title  was  not  defective  ; 
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nor  was  that  of  his  adverfary.  The  reader  will  par- 
don this  digreliion.  ,       .  L-ij 

The  Lord  by  his  prophet  Ofee,  after  having  foretold 
the.  reprobation  of  the  Jewifh  fynagogue  under  the  fi- 
gure of  a  diiloyal  wife,  promifes  to  efpoufe  the  Chrif- 
tSjali  church  in  perpetual  love  :  "I  will  betroth  thee  to 
%c  to  me  for  ever;  and  I  will  betroth  thee  to  me 
"  in- juftice  and  in  judgment,  and  in  loving  kindnefs 
"  and  in  tender  mercies,  and  I  will  betroth  thee  to  me 
"  in  faith,  and  thou  (halt  know  that  J  am  the  Lord." 
Ofec,  ii.  Wl  That  this  prophecy  is  underftood  of  the 
Chriftian  church  we  know  from  St.  Partly  who  in  the 
xth.  to  the  Romans,  cites  fome  verfes  of  it  to  prove 
the  vocation  of  the  Gentiles;  and  from  St.  Peter, 
who  quotes  it  to  the  fame  purpofe. — 2.  Pet.  ii.  10, 
The  Ex.  will  furely  admit  that  God  betrothing  the 
Church  to  himfelf,  or,  as  the  Hebrew  text  exprefles 
it,  uniting  it  to  himfelf  as  to  its  head  ve  erefihick  ;  and 
that  in  judgment,  m  juftice  and  faith  forever,  le  holam 
will  prelerve  his  Church  from  damnable  errors:  dam- 
nable errors  are  incompatible  with  judgment,  juftice. 
and  true  faith.   .  : 

The  Writer  paffes  many  texts  of  the  Old  Teftament 
unnoticed  ;  has  adduced  but  thefe  for  which  the.  au- 
thors of  the  New  Teftament  are  vouchers.  Our  Ex. 
will  have  the  condefcenfion  to  admit  the  truth  of  their 
interpretation  :  'tis  not  founded  on  conjecture  or  the 
ii&kl  modes  of  interpretation,  which  this  learned  Ex, 
recommends  to  the  illiterate  as  well  as  the  learned,  that 
■  is  to  men  and  women  who  don't  know  what  the  term 
riicrpretatiou  iignifies.  'Tis  telling  a  blind  man  that 
he  wants  no  guide  to  conduct  him  through  an  intricate 
and  dangerous  paffage  in  which  a  falfe  ftep  leads  him 
to  a  precipice,  and  terminates  in  deftrucTion. 

Let  us  now  confuit  the  New  Teftament,  arid  fee  if 
it  be  more  favourable  to  the  Ex'rs  pretentions. 

The  hrft  is  that  which  Mr.  B.  adduced  in  his  Letter 
of  I  nftr uclion.    Chrift  lays  to  Peter,   u  Thou  art  a 

"  Rock, 
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-c  Rock,  and  upon  this  Rock  will  I  build  my  Church, 
"  and  the  Gates  of  Hell  fhall  not  prevail  againft  it." 
This  paffage  the  Ex.  pretends  to  clifcufs  ;  %eno  denied 
the  poflibility  of  motion,  and  Rerkely  the  existence  of 
bodies  ;  there  is  no  truth  however  diftincl  which  may 
not  be  denied.    The  Writer  would  not  be  underftood 
to  fuppofe  that  the  Ex.  had  denied  that  thefe  words 
were  ipoken  by  Chrift.    He  does  not  contradict  the 
Evangelift.    He  confines  the  contradiction  to  Chrift 
himfelf.    Chrift  laid  to  Peter,  thou  art  a  RocJu  The 
Ex.  lays,  Peter  was  not  a  Rock.    Decency  will  not 
permit  us    to  prefume  that  Jefus  Chrift  fpoke  non- 
fen  fe.    He  furely  did  not  intend  to  fay  that  Peter  was 
an  inanimate  ftone — he  therefore  laid  that  Peter  was 
a  Rock  in  the  only  fenfe  in  which  his  words  could  be 
underftood,  that  is,  that  Peter  had  that  lolidity,  that 
unlhaken  ftability  which  was  requifite  to  fupport  that 
fpiritual  edifice,  his  Church,  which  the  Saviour  laid  he 
would  build  on  him.    In  this  very  fenfe  the  Ex.  de- 
nies Peter  to  be  a  Rock. — Would  he  condefcend  to 
aflignfome  other  fenfe  in  which  the  epithet  may  be  ap- 
plied to  Peter  ?  Chrift  certainly  intended  to  lay  fome- 
thing.  The  fenfe,  fays  the  Ex.  isobfcure,  yes  to  the,  man 
who  don't  wifh  to  underftand  it :  to  plain  men  who 
judge  by  the  rules  of  common  lenfe  there  is  not  a  paf- 
fage in  fcripture  more  eafily  underftood  :  the  Saviour 
fpeaks  of  his  Church  as  a  fpiritual  edifice,  which,  like 
a  wife  man,  he  builds  upon  a  Rock  that  is  upon  a  folid 
andunlhaken  foundation.    St.  Paul  calls  the  Church 
the  Houfe  of  God — in  the  fame  fenfe,  1  Tim.  in.  15. 
the  Saviour  adds,  that  the  Gates  of  Hell  fhall  not  fub- 
vert  it.    'Tis  known  to  every  man  who  reads  the  fcrip- 
tures,  that  juftice  was  diftributed  at  the  gates  of  cities 
in  them  early  times  ;  that  the  public  officers  and  coun- 
cils were  aflembled  there.    Hence  'tis  laid  in  Deute- 
ronomy, "  and  thou  fee  that  the  judges  vary  withiii  thy 
"  gates."  xvii. 

The  Ex.  muft  be  ftupid  indeed,  if  he  does  nat  un- 
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derftand  a  metaphor  lb  common,  that  the  moft  illite- 
rate artift  underftands  it,  that  is,  the  place  for  the  men 
in  power  in  luch  a  place  ;  the  governmeut,  for  the  ru- 
ling magistrates  ;  the  city  for  the  men,  who  prefide  in 
it ;  and  amongft  the  Jews  the  gates  for  the  perfons 
who  there  prefided  over  their  judgments  and  Councils. 
Hence  the  Saviour's  words  are  as  intelligible  as  founds 
can  be,  that  he  would  found  his  Church  in  fuch  a  folid 
manner,  that  the  powers  of  hell  mould  not  prevail 
againft  it ;  that  thefe  principalities  and  powers  of 
whom  St.  Paul  fpeaks  :  "  for  our  wreftling  is  not 
"  againft  flelh  and  blood,  but  againft  principalities 
"  and  powers,  againft  the  rulers  of  the  world,  of  this 
darknefs,  againft  the  fpirits  of  wickednefs."  That 
thefe  fhoujd  not  fubvert  it. 

The  reader  will  eafilv  conceive  that  Chrift  here 
promifes  to  found,  not  a  church  indiftinclly,  or  in  ge- 
neral ;  but  his  own  Church,  that  is,  that  very  Church, 
in  exclufion  to  all  others,  to  which  the  prophet  Ifaias 
foretold  that  all  nations  would  flow  ;  that  Houfe  of 
Cod  in  which  he  himfelf  will  teach  his  law,  that 
Church  which  Ofce  foretold  that  God  would  efpoufe  in 
judgment,  in  juftice  and  truth,  and  in  which  by  his 
word  all  his  children  are  fpiritually  begotten.  If  in 
this  Church  at  any  time  grofs  errors  were  publicly 
taught  by  the  paftors  and  believed  by  the  people,  the 
Gates  of  Hell  would  prevail,  and  ChrifVs  promife 
would  have  been  falfe — the  prophets  and  apoftles 
would  have  deceived  us,  and  the  Chriftian  religion 
would  have  been  but  a  fidtion. 

To  obviate  that  filly  diftinclion,  which  the  defpair 
of  fuppprting  a  defencelefs  caufe  invented,  between 
fundamental  and  non-fundamental  errors,  the  reader 
is  prayed  to  obferve  that  if  any  erroneous  article  of 
doctrine,  whether  primary  or  fecondary,  of  great  or  of 
little  importance  in  itfelf,  be  propofeel  as  revealed  by 
God,  'tis  a  grofs  and  intolerable  error:  for  this  fimple 
reaioa,  that  it  makes  God  the  author  of  a  lie,  which  is 
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downright  '  blafphemy.  Hence  'tis  manifeft  to  any 
man,  who  reafons,  who  is  not  totally  blinded  by  preju- 
dice or  party  fpirit,  that  this  promife  of  Chrift  muft 
exclude  for  ever  from  his  Church  the  lighteft  fhade  of 
error.  This  is  what  we  Catholics  underftand  by  in- 
fallibility. 

The  Saviour,  inftructing  his  difciples  on  the  fubject 
of  fraternal  corre&ion  in  the  cafe  of  perfonal  offence, 
directs  them  to  fettle  the  matter  amicably  between 
themfelves,  or  in  pretence  of  one  or  two  witncfles  if 
pofiible ;  but  if  the  aggrefior  be  refractory,  to  report  the 
fact  to  the  Church,  and  in  cafe  of  difobedience  to  the 
Church  he  orders  him  to  be  confidered  as  a  heathen  or 
a  publican. — Matt,  xviii.  17.    The  Saviour  did  not 
enjoin  impoflibilities,  nor  did  he  fpeak  in  vain  :  when 
he  ordered  a  report  to  be  made  to  the  Church,  he  fpoke 
of  fome  vifible  tribunal,  at  which  fome  public  officers 
authorized  to  hear  complaints  prefide.    Does  the  Ex. 
underftand  this  metaphor  fo  common  amongft  lawyers, 
that  to  inform  the  Court  is  to  give  a  regular  notice  to 
the  fitting  juftices  not  to  hollow  to  the  walls ;  to  in- 
form the  government,  is  to  give  notice  to  the  Gover- 
nor, not  to  every  cobler  in  town; — to  inform  the 
Church  is  to  give  notice  to  the  Paftors  and  rulers  of 
the  Church,  to  the  Bifhops,  whom  the  Holy  Ghoft  has 
conftituted  to  rule  the  flock:— Acts  xx.  and  difobedi- 
ence to  their  decifion  is  a  crime  equal  to  idolatry,  it 
we  believe  the  prophet  Samuel:  "  becaufe,  faid  he  to 
"  Saul,  'tis  like  the  fin  of  witchcraft  to  rebel,  and  like 
u  the  crime  of  idolatry  to  refufe  to  obey." — 1  Sam.  xv. 
23.    'Twas  God's  order,  you'll  fay,  that  Said  difcbey- 
ed — yes,  but  an  order  intimated  by  Samuel,  and  in 
like  manner  the  man  who  difobeys  the  orders  of  the 
Church,  difobeys  God  himfelf,  if  J.  Chrift  tells  truth: 
"  He  who  hears  you,  faid  the  Saviour  to  the  difciples, 
"  whom  he  authorized  to  preach  in  his  name,  hears  me, 
"  and  he,  who  rejects  me,  rejects  my  father  who  fent 
"  mc." — Luke  x.  16. 

Does 
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Does  this  learned  Ex.  pretend  that  difobedieWe 
to  the  decifion  of  the  Church  in  rrieer  perianal  offences 
is  a  capital  crime — for  that  rauft  be  a  capital  crime 
for  which  the  Saviour  expels  a  man  from  amongft  his 
clifciples,  and  ranks  him  amongft  heathens,  and  difobe- 
dience  in  matters  of  faith,  which  is  a  public  offence 
againft  the  Chriftian  world  is  in  his  opinion  no  crime 
at  all?  if  fo,  the  Writer  fincerely  pities  him:  fuch  a 
difpofition  argues  the  moll  perverfe  obftinacy,  or  invin- 
cible ftupidity. 

'Tis  admitted  by  the  framers  of  the  thirty  nine  arti- 
cles, which  compofe  the  code  of  doctrine  hy  law  efta- 
blifhed  in  England,  that  the  Church  has  authority  in 
controversies  of  faith,  but  with  this  reftriclion,  that  fhe 
rouft  not  order  any  thing  contrary  to  Scripture.  The 
reftriction  is  of  their  own  growth,  and  fpeaks  the 
exuberance  of  their  fancy.  It's  not  found  in  Scrip- 
ture, and  is  infulting  to  common  fenfe  :  the  Saviour 
fays  without  referve  or  reftriction,  "  if  he  will  not  hear 
"  the  Church  let  him  be  to  thee  as  a  heathen." — Matt. 
xviii.  Why  fo  ?  becaufe  the  Redeemer  had  promifed 
that  he  himfelf  would  be  with  the  Paftors  and  teachers 
in  his  Church,  and  of  courfe  that  in  it  nothing  contrary 
to  the  Scriptures  fhoulcl  be  taught.  Hence  alfo  fpeak- 
ing  of  the  lawful  xninifters  of  the  Jewifh  Church,  he 
faid  without  reftriclion  ;  Matt,  xxiii.  1.  "  The  Scribes 
fci  and  Pharifees  fit  on  the  chair  of  Mofes,  all  things 
*6  therefore  whatfoever  they  bid  you  obferve  and  do, 
u  obferve  them.''  The  Scribes  and  Pharifees  were 
corrupt  men,  taught  errors  privately,  gave  falfe  inter- 
pretations to  the  law,  thro'  interefted  views  ;  with  this 
the  Saviour  reproached  them  ;  but  they  taught  no  pub- 
lic error,  nor  was  there  an}-  error  authorized  by  the 
chair  of  Mofes  in  its  public  judgments,  their  falfe  in- 
terpretations and  fordid  views,  the  Saviour  feverelv  and 
frequently  condemned  ;  this  he  called  the  leaven  of  the 
Pharifees  ;  but  their  public  miniftry  he  authorized,  be- 
caufe that  being  neceffary  for  the  perfection  of  the 
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faints  was,  under  the  Special  protection  of  his  provi- 
dence. ; 

Nor  is  the  reftri&ioii  lefs  inconfiftent  with  the 
Scriptures  than  with  common  fen fe  ;  for  to  tell  a  aan, 
you  muft  obey  the  Church  if  me  orders  nothing  con- 
tpuy,  tQ  Scripture,  is  to  fay,  you  are  to  be  the  judge  in 
^be/Jaft  reiTort ;  whether  ?  you  will  obey  or  not  is  deT 
pendant  .on  . your  fancy  ;  'tis  to  invert  the  eftablifhed 
order. of  ipcjety,  and  make  the  inferior  judge  of  the  fur 
perior ;  'tis  to  efface  every  idea  of  Subordination,  and 
fa  p  the  very  foundation  of  Society,  by  telling  the  Sub- 
ject that  he  is  not  to  obey  the  higher  powers  if  he  does 
not  approve  their  decifion.    If  St.  Paid  was  directed 
by  the  Spirit  of  truth,  the  framers  of  the  3.9  articles 
were  moft  certainly  under  the  influence  of  the  fpirit  of 
illufion  :  for  his  doctrine  is  as  oppofite  to  them  as  light 
is  to  darknefs  :  "  obey,  fays  the  Apoftie,  your  guides 
"  and  be  Subject  to  them."  Heb.  xiii.  17.    He  im- 
mediately afligns  the  reaibn  why  he  exacts  this  obedi- 
ence without  any  reftriction  :  "  Becaufe,  fays  he,  they 
"  watch  over  your  fouls  as  being  obliged  to  accompt 
T  for  them."    St.  Paul  did  not  order  the  faithful  to 
watch  over  their  Paftors  and  inquire  whether  the  doc- 
trine taught  by  them  be  confiftent  with  Scripture  oi 
not.   If  any  particular  teacher  fhould  introduce  ftrange 
doctrine,  the  Evangelift  S.  John,  gives  the  moft  fimple 
rule  to  detect  it ;  a  rule  eafy  in  practice  within  the  com- 
prehenlion  of  the  moft  illiterate  and  abfolutely  infalli- 
ble: "  Dearly  beloved,"  fays  the  Apoftle,  "  believe  not 
?  every  Spirit  but  try  the  Spirits  whether  they  be  of 
"  God  :  for  many  falfe  Prophets  are  gone  out  into  the 
"  world."    1.  John  iv.  1.    As  'twas  not  pofiible  for 
the  unlearned,  who  in  all  countries  compofe  a  great 
majority  of  the  people,  to  try  ftrange  doctrine  by  the 
rule  of  the  Scriptures  which  they  don't  underftand,  St. 
John  gives  them  this  very  fimple  rule  :    Ibidem  v.  6. 
M  We  are  of  God,  he  who  knoweth  God  heareth 
us  :-^-he  who  is  not  of  God  heareth   us  not  : — ■ 

"  by 


"  by  this  we  know  the  {pint  of  truth  and  the 
u  fpirit  of  error."  'Tis  not  poffible  to  ipeak  more  in- 
telligibly or  more  to  the  purpofe  :  we,  fays  the  Apoftle, 
that  is  the  Chief  Paftors  of  the  Church,  of  whom  St. 
John  was  unqueftionably  one,  are  of  God,  that  is  are 
God's  appointment  :  he  who  heareth  us  not \  is  not  of 
Cod,  that  is,  that  teacher,  let  him  be'  who  he  will,  Or 
what  he  will,  who  difobeys  us  the  Chief  Paftors,  is  not 
of  God's  appointment.  By  this  we  know  the  fpirit  6f 
truth  and  the  fpirit  of  error.  By  this  obedience  or  dil- 
obedience  to  the<Ghief  Paftors  of  the  Church,  true  and 
falfe  teachers  are  eafilv  diftinsmifhed. 

o 

Let  any  unprejudiced  man,  whether  learned  or  un- 
learned try  by  this  rule  of  the  Apoftle,  all  the  pretended 
reformers  and  all  the  innovators  who  have  at  differ- 
ent times  hnce  the  rife  of  Chriftianity,  difturbed  the 
peace  of  the  Church  by  their  innovations,  and  he'll  fee 
without  farther  difcuflion  that  they  were  all  falfe 
teachers,  not-one -of  them  of  God's  appointment.  There 
is  not  one  of  them  who  did  not  difobey  the  Chief  Paftors 
of  the  Church  then  in  being,  and  feparate  himfelf  and 
all  his  followers  from  that  Church  in  which  Chrift: 
haptifes  and  teaches  by  his  minifters  according  to  his. 
promife. — Mait.  ult.  They  are  the  men.  Who,  as  St, 
J ude  lays  "feparate  them/elves,  v.  19.  and  who  did 
"  not  ftancl  to  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the  Saints." 
Ibidem. 

This  rule  which  St.  John  eftablifhed  for  detecting 
all  innovations  in  doctrine  has  been  ftridlly  enjoined 
by  the  other  Apoftles.  St.  Jude  in  his  mort  Epiftle 
befeeches  the  faithful  "  to  contend  earneftly  for  the 
faith  once  delivered  to  the  Saints  v.  3,  v,  17.  and  he 
adds  "  but  you  my  dear  brethren  be  mindful  of  the 
14  words  which  have  been  fpoken  before  by  the  Apof- 
ci  ties  of  our  Lord  J.  Chrift."  So  anxious  was  St.  Jude 
to  preierve  the  faithful  from  all  innovations,  that  he 
himlelf,  tho'  one  of  the  twelve  chofen  by  J.  Chrift,  ap- 
peals to  the  authority  of  his  fellow  Apoftles  againft 
new  teachers.  St 
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St.  Paul  in  his  firft  Epiftle  to  Timothy,  fays  :  65  O 
w  Timothy,  keep  that  which  is  committed  to  thy  truft 
"  avoiding  the  prophane  novelties  of  words,  and  oppo- 
m  fitions  of  fcience  falfely  fo  called,  which  fome  promi- 

*  fing  have  erred  about  faith,"  vi.  19,  20.  And  in  his 
fecond  to  Timothy  he  fays :  "  Hold  the  form  of  found 
«  words  which  thou  haft  heard  from  me  in  faith."  i.  13. 
And  in  the  next  chapter  he  fays  :  "  the  things  which 
"  thou  haft  heard  of  me  before  many  witneffbs,  the 
"  fame  commend  to  faithful  men  who  fhall  be  fit  to 
"  teach  others  alfo."    ii.  2.    And  again  :  continue 

*  thou  in  thofe  things  which  thou  haft  learned,  and 
"  which  have  been  committed  to  thee,  knowing  of 
"  whom  thou  haft  learned  them.  hi.  14.  The  lame 
injunctions  this  Apoftle  gave  to  the  faithful  in  general  : 
"  Therefore  brethren,"  laid  he,  "  ftand  faft  and  hold 
"  the  traditions,  which  you  have  learned  whether  by 
"  word  or  by  our  letter."  Theff.  ii.  1 & 

At  the  fame  time  that  the  Apoftles  fo  pointedly  di- 
rected the  faithful  to  adhere  invariably  to  the  fait h  once 
delivered  to  the  Saints,  they  warned  them  again  ft  the 
infidious  artifices  of  innovators  and  pretended  reform- 
ers. Thus  in  his  firft  of  Timothy,  iv.  1  :  "  Now  the 
"  Spirit  manifeftly  faith  that  in  the  laft  times  fome 
"  fhall  depart  from  the  faith,  giving  heed  to  fpirits  of 
"  error  and  doctrines  of  devils,  fpcaking  lies  in.  hypo- 
"  crify  and  having  their  confeiences  feared."  And  in 
his  lecond  to  this  difciple  the  Apoftle  fays,  iii.  1. 
"  know  this  alfo  that  in  the  laft  days  ftia!l  come  on 
M  dangerous  times:  for  men  (hall  be  lovers  of  tbem- 
H  felves,  covetous,  haughty,  proud,  blafphemers, 
"  having  an  appearance  of  godlinefs  but  deftrov- 
•*  ingthe  power  thereof,  now  thefe  avoid,  for  of  this 

"  fort  are  they  who  lefift  the  truth,  men  cor- 

u  rupt  in  mind,  reprobate  concerning  the  faith."  In 
his  epiftle  to  the  Romans  the  Apoftle  fays :  "  1  befeech 
"  you  my  brethren  to  mark  them  who  caufe  diften- 
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tions  and  offences  contrary  to  the  doflrine  which  you 
have  learned.    Rom.  xvi,  17. 

The  Apoftles  did  not  confine  themfelves  {imply  to' 
warn  the  faithful  againft  new  teachers,  they  denoun- 
ced the  moft  dreadful  curfes  againft  any  man,  who 
would  prefume  to  introduce  any  innovation  or  even 
the  leaft  deviation  from  the  doclrine  which  they  taught; 
they  allowed  no  arbitrary  conftruclions  on  the  law  ac- 
cording to  fancy  or  caprice^  our  Ex'rs  ftandard  :  ft  If," 
laid  St.  Paul  to  the  Galatians,  "  an  Angel  from  Hea- 
'*  ven  preach  a  gofpel  to  you  befides  that  which  we 
"  have  preached  to  you,  let  him  be  accurfed.  As  we 
"  faid  before  fo  I  fay  now  again,  if  any  one  preach  a 
"  Gofpel  to  you  befides  that  which  you  have  received, 
H  let  him  be  accurfed."  Gal.  i.  6,  7. 

This  unerring  rule  delivered  by  the  Apoftles  has  been 
in  variably  obferved  by  the  Catholic  Church  in  all  ages, 
and  will  till  the  end  of  time,  from  whence  it  manifeftly 
appears  that  even  the  poffibility  of  error  is  excluded 
from  her  decifions. 

We  know  that  J.  Chrift  taught  his  Apoftles  verbal- 
ly all  the  truths  of  religion,  "but  I  have  called  you 
46  friends,  becaufe  all  things  whatfoever  which  I  have 
"  heard  cf  my  father  1  have  made  known  to  you." 
John  xv.  15.  Thefe  truths  the  Apoftles  taught  the 
Chriftians  of  the  firft  age  in  their  public  lec- 
tures, and  in  their  private  difcourfes  with  their 
immediate  mlciples  they  explained  all  difficulties, 
and  fixed  the  fenfe  of  ambiguous  paffages  there- 
by removing  all  uncertainty.  The  rule  of  adhering  t& 
(he  faith  once  delivered  to  the  Sai?itsy  and  the  curfe  de- 
nounced againft  all  innovations  in  it,  or  deviations 
from  it,  obliged  the  Chriftians  of  the  next  age  to  ad- 
here invariably  to  the  doclrine  taught  in  the  firft  age, 
to  reject  with  horror  every  innovation,  and  ftigmatizev 
every  pretended  reformer.  Hence  we  Catholics  dif\ 
ti  nelly  mark  every  error,  which  has  been  obtruded  oil 
lite  unwary  by  artful  and  deligning  men,  from  the 
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days  of  Nicolas  the  apoftate  deacon,  down  to  Wcftleyoi 
ranting  memory  ;  we  affign  the  times,  the  places,  the 
authors,  the  then  paftors  of  the  Church  from  whom 
they  feparated  themfelves,  and  who  verifying  the  pro- 
phecy of  Ifaias  condemned  them  :  "every  tongue  which 
rifes  in  judgment  againft  thee,  thou  malt  condemn." 
:  The  next  text  is  taken  from  St.  Paul's  firft  Epifllc 
to  Timothy : — "  thefe  things  I  write  to  you  hoping 
u  ihortly  to  come  to  you,  but  if  I  delay,  that  you  may 
"  know  how  to  conduct  yourfelf   in  the  houfe  of 
"  God,  which  is  the  Church  of  the  living  God,  the 
pillar  and  ground  of  truth." — "  Stubs  kai  cdraiouma 
"  tes  aletheias."    The  Apoftle  calls  the  Church  the 
Houfe  of  God.    The  Ex.  will  admit  that  the  Church 
is  under  the  immediate  protection  of  J.  Chrift,  as  a 
houfe  is  under  the  immediate  and  fpecial  prote&ion  of 
its  owner:  that  J.  Chrift  dwells  in  his  Church  as  the 
mafter  does  in  his  houfe;  if  fo,  he  muft  admit  that  its 
enemies  will  never  prevail  againft  it,  or  difpute  the 
power  of  J.  Chrift  :  for  to  prevail  againft  a  houfe  un- 
der" the  fpecial  protection  of  any  power,  is  to  prevail 
not  againft  the  houfe,  but  againft  the  protecting  power. 
Thus  error  leads  to  blafphemy. 

This  is  that  Houfe  of  God,  to  which,  if  we  believe 
the  prophet  Ifaias,  all  nations  will  flow,  "  nahorou  cal 
"  goiim"  and  in  which  he  himfelf  will  teach  us  his 
ways,  "  ve  jorenou  midarcheio."  The  Apoftle  adds 
that  the  Church  is  the  Pillar  and  ground  of  truth. 
'Tis  the  pillar  which  iupports  the  edifice,  and  on  its 
ground  it  refts.  The  truth  therefore  cf  religion,  for 
that  is  the  truth  of  which  the  Apoftle  fpeaks,  refts  on 
the  teftimony  of  the  Church,  and  on  that  ground  we 
may  reft  our  faith  with  fecurity,  not  on  the  wild  con- 
jectures of  modern  fpeculatifts,  who  fubftite  fane?/  and 
caprice  to  truth. 

However  ftrong  this  metaphor  of  the  Apoftle,  his 
ftri&lyjuft:  for  thole  truths  which  we  know,  but 
from  the  teftimony  of  the  Church,  muft  of  all  neceiiify 
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reft  on  the  credit  of  its  teftimony  ;  the  truths  of  religion 
are  not  to  be  known  bv  us,  to  whom  God  has  not  lpo- 
ken  immediately,  but. by  the  teftimony  of  the  Church, 
not  the  teftimony  of  the  primitive  Wftors;,  they  are 
long  iince  dead,  not  one  of  them  have  we  leen  or  can 
we  fee  ;  but  by  the  teftimony  of  the  Paftors  this  clay 
in  being: — they  are  the   men,  who  atteft  that  the 
truths  of  religion,  which  they  now  teach  were  taught 
by  their  immediate  predeceflbrs.  This  reafoning  is  ap-  - 
plicable  to  every  age  of  the  Church,  and  will  continue 
in  the  lame  force  till  the  end  of  time  :  'tis  a  mockery 
to  pretend  that  we  may  know  the  truths  of  religion 
from  the  Scriptures  independently  of  this  teftimony  of 
the  Church:    becaufe  'tis  from  this  teftimony  we 
know  the  Scriptures  themfelves.    The  Apoftle  therer 
fore  juftly  ftvles  the  Church  the  pillar  and  ground  of 
truth,  an  unfhaken  pillar  which  lupports  the  truth,  a 
fojid  ground  on  which  we  reft  our  faith,  "  Stulos  kai 
"  edraioma  tes  Akthcias" 

From  this  paffage  we  learn  alio  that  all  the  Apoftles' 
previous  inftrucrions  to  his  difciple  were  verbal :  he 
lent  this  writteninftruclion  in  cafe  of  long  ablence. 

If  the  Ex.  will  admit  that  his  tongue  was  as  infal- 
lible as  his  pen,  he  muft  alio  admit  that  his  verbal  in- 
ftructiens  were  as  authentic  as  thefe  contained  in  his 
epiftle.  And  as  we  know  from  Eufe^ius,  Lib.  3.  C.  4. 
that  Timothy  was  then  a  Bilhop, — and  from  Chryfos- 
torn*  Horn  15.  in  1  Tim.  that  he  was  charged  with  the 
action  of  all  the  Churches  in  Alia,— in  thefe  verbal 
iruhuclicns  he  muft  have  been  taught  the  whole  eco- 
nomy of  Church  difcipline,  the  manner  of  adminifter- 
ing  the  facraments,  their  number,  their  eifefls,  the  ne- 
ceftary  difpofitions  to  receive  the  facraments  worthily, 
in  a  word  the  whole  of  Chriftianity  reduced  to  practice. 
Thefe  truths  thus  verbally  delivered  by  the  Apoftles  to 
their  diiciples,  whom  they  conftituted  paftors  and  teach- 
ers over  their  refpective  poitions  of  Chrift's  flock,  and 
^nnimitted  bv  them  to  their  fucceflbrs,  is,  what  we 
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Catholic?,  call  tradition;  what  thcpretended  reformers 
retrenched,  and  at  one  ftroke  annihilated  religion. 

The  Writer  wiihes  to  know  from  the  Ex.  or  his 
moft  powerful  ally,  whether  this  Church  which  St. 
Paul  calls  the  pillar  and  ground  of  truth,  does  at  prefent, 
or  has  at  any  time  iupported  error  ?  if  io  ihe  w  as  no 
longer  the  pillar  of  truth,  but  the  pillar  of  falfehood ; 
the  Apoftle  was  deceived,  and  has  deceived  us  ;  if  not 
that  infallibility  of  decifion  io  painful  to  the  Ex.  is  in- 
fallibly true  :— in  truth  there  is  no  mixture  of  error  : 
the  leaft  poffible  error  makes  a  proportion,  whatever 
truth  it  may  include,  fimply  and  abfolutely  falie. 
Hence  this  maxim  amongft  philofophers  "  Bouum  ex 
"  Integra  CaujYi  malum  exminimo  defectu" 

To  this  the  Writer  adds  a  fecond  queftion  equally 
embarralling  :  is  that  Church  which  publicly  profelTes 
herfelf  fallible,  fubje£t  to  error,  which  fays,  Ihe  may 
deceive  or  be  deceived,  is  fhe  the  pillar  and  ground  of 
truth  ?  if  fo,  (he's  infallibly  erroneous.  This  involves 
a  manifeft  contradiction — if  not,  trie's  not  the  Church 
of  the  living  God  :  for  St.  Paul  pofitively  afferts,  "  that 
"  the  Church  of  the  living  God  is  the  pillar  and  ground 
of  truth."  The  Ex.  would  do  well  to  examine  this  laft 
argument  with  accuracy  :  there  is  no  room  for  funda- 
mental or  non-fundamental  diftinctions.  An  able  lo- 
phift  may  extract  from  a  fertile  imagination  lb  me 
fpecious  reafoii  to  miflead  the  uninformed  ;  but  after 
all  efforts  the  difficulty  will  remain  entire. 

To  fubftitute  invective  to  argument  is  a  thread-bare 
artifice  ;  to  divert  the  attention  of  a  deluded  populace 
from  the  real  ftate  of  the  controverfy  by  declaiming 
againft  the  fcandalous  lines  of  Popes  or  o:hers,  is  a 
meer  mockery,  which  ruins  the  reputation  of  a  writer 
amongft  intelligent  men  ;  it  (hews  that  he  is  reduced 
to  iupport  a  defenceleis  caufe  by  indefeniible  means  : 
for  whether  thefe  Popes  were  fcandalous  in  their  lives 
or  not  is  foreign  to  the  queftion  in  debate  :  we  know 
that  David  was  guilty  of  adultery  and  murder ;  that 
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Solomon  was  guilty  of  the  mod  fcandalous  exceffes, 
even  idolatry:  1  Th*  xi.  7. — "  He  went  after  AJioreth  \ 
"  the  Goddefs  of  the  Sidonians,  and  after  Melchom  the 
"  abomination  of  the  Ammonites."— Were  their  pro- 
prieties lefs  true  ?  we  know  that  Caiphas  was  a  very 
bad  man,  yet  the  fentence  which  he  pronounced  againft 
J.  Chrift,  though  it  expqfed  the  moft  rancorous  malice 
and  corruption  of  heart,  was,  notwithstanding,  under 
the  direction  ef  providence,  fo  that  the  evangel  ift  fays, 
"  He  did  not  fay  this  of  him  f elf  ,  but  being  High-Priefl 
"  of  the  year  he  prophejied  that  J.  Chrift  was  to  die  for 
"  the  nation" — John  xi.  51. — So  true  it  is  that  the 
authority  of  public  men  does  not  depend  on  their  perfo- 
nal  qualities,  their  virtues  or  their  vices.  It  muft  be 
admitted  that  the  fcandalous  lives  of  men  high  in  office 
have  been  at  all  times  a  rock  of  fcandal  to  weak  and 
uninformed  Chriftians — of  this  the  Apoftle  was  well 
aware,  and  in  confequence  he  diligently  inftrucls  his 
difciple  in  his  paftoral  duty,  afligning  a  motive  capable 
of  making  a  ftrong  impreffion  on  Timothy  s  mind  :  he 
tells  him  that  the  Church,  in  which  he  was  placed  as  a 
guide  to  others,  is  the  Houfe  of  God,  the  Pillar  and 
ground  of  truth,  that  his  conduct  muft  be  fuch  as 
would  not  give  offence  to  others :  "  giving  offence  to 

nobody." — 2  Cor.  v.  16.  or  induce  them  to  fufpect 
that  the  Church,  which  God  had  chofen  as  the  inftru- 
ment  to  extend  the  faith  to  the  extremities  of  the  earth, 
was  not  an  unfhaken  pillar,  a  ground  upon  which  they 
might  reft  their  faith  with  confidence  and  fafety. 

Let  us  now  take  a  view  of  that  authentic  promife 
with  which  the  Saviour  clofed  his  Gofpel  according  to 
St.  Matthew.  The  paflage  is  remarkable  ;  in  it  there 
is  no  metaphor  ;  language  does  not  afford  terms  more 
iimple,  more  concife,  or  more  intelligible.  "  And  the 
u  eleven  difciples  went  into  Galilee  nnto  the  mountain, 
u  where  J  ejus  had  ordered  them,  and  feeing  him, 

they  adored  him,  fame  doubted,  and  Jejus  coming 
u  /poke  to  them,  faying :  all  power  is  given  to  me  in  hea- 
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"  ven  and  on  earth  ;  go  ye  therefore  and  teach  all  na-. 
u  tions,  baptijing  them  in  the  name  of  the  father,  and  of 
*  the  fon,  and  of  the  holy  ghofi,  teaching  them  to  obferve 
"  all  thi?igs  whatfoever,  which  I  have  commanded  you, 
"  and  behold  7  am  with  you  all  days  till  the  confumma- 
"  tion  of  the  age.    Amen.'" — Matt.  ult. 

Hence  we  fee  the  Saviour  affemble,  not  all  his  dif- 
ciples  indifcriminately,  but  the  eleven  whom  he  had 
{elected  for  that  purpofe,  and  conftituted  his  ambafla- 
dors  to  the  world;  he  orders  them  to  go  and  teach  all 
nations :  in  the  original  text  to  make  all  nations  difci- 
ples,  "  matheteufate  panta  ta  ethna."  An  arduous  un- 
dertaking indeed !  a  work  infinitely  furpafling  the 
power  of  man  ;  but  the  Redeemer  had  prefaced  his  or- 
der, faying,  "  All  power  is  given  to  me  in  heaven  and  on 
"  earth.  And  accompanied  it  with  this  affu  ranee,  be- 
hold  I  am  with  you  ;  and  to  remove  every  fhaclow  of 
doubt  from  their  minds,  he  did  not  fay,  I  am  with  you, 
at  certain  times,  or  in  certain  places,  or  upon  certain 
occafions,  no  !  but  faid  he,  "  /  am  with  you  all  days 
"  till  the  confummatim"  He  promifes  a  permanent 
prefence  without  interruption — to  what  end  ?  to  make 
all  nations  his  difciples.  As  this  great  work  was  not 
to  be  effected  in  a  day  or  a  year,  or  within  any  limited 
time,  the  Redeemer  affigns  no  other  limit  but  the  con- 
fummation  of  time.  All  efforts  to  elude  the 
force  of  this  promife  are  vain  :  in  exprefs  terms  the 
Saviour  inftitutes  a  fociety  perpetually  vifible  while 
time  continues  to  run  ;  a  fociety  confifting  of  minifrers, 
who  teach  and  baptize,  and  of  the  faithful  who  arc 
taught  and  baptized  ;  fpeakiag-  to  thefe  minifters  he 
tells  them  that  he  himfelf  will  be  with  them  teaching 
and  baptizing  till  the  end  of  time ;  that  this  fociety  is 
Catholic,  that  is,  univerfal  both  in  time  and  place,  he 
diftinclly  declares :  teach  all  nations,  till  the  end 
of  time.  He  gives  his  peace  to  the  Jews  who  were 
heirs  of  the  promife,  "  to  him  who  is  near" — Ifaias 
lvii.  19.  beginning  from  Jerufalem. — Matt,  xxiv,  47. 

to 
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to  Samaria,  and  in  due  courfe  of  time  to  the  extremi- 
ties of  the  earth  :  "  You  ivill  be  witneffes  to  meinJeru- 
"falem  and  in  all  Judeaand  Samaria,  audio  the  extre- 
"  mity  of  the  earth."  "  to  him  who  is  far  off,"  faid 
the  prophet  Ifaias,  Ivii. 

St.  Paul  lavs,  writing  to  the  Ephefians,  "  coming 
"  he  preached  peace  to  you  who  were  far  off,  and  tothofe 
"  who-were  near". — Eph.  ii.  17.  'Twas  the  fame  Sa- 
viour, if  we  believe  St.  Paul,  who  preached  peace  to 
the  Gentiles,  who  were  far  off  in  the  perfon  of  his  mi- 
nifrers,  who  in  his  own  perfon  preached  to  the  Jews, 
who  were  near. 

This  doctrine  the  Apoftle  every  where  inculcates  : 
thus  he  fays,  Acts  xxvi.  clc2.  "  that  he  taught  nothing 
"  hut  what  the  Prophets  had  foretold  that  Chriji  would 
"  fuffer,  and  that  he  firji  from  the  refurrcction  of  the 
"  dead  would  announce  light  to  the  people,  (the  Jews) 
"  and  to  the  nations,  (the  heathens.")  We  know  that 
Chrift  in  his  own  perfon  did  not  preach  to  the  Gen- 
tiles ;  'twas  therefore  in  the  perfon  of  his  minifters  that 
he  preached  peace  to  them,  and  will  continue  to  preach 
according  to  his  promife  until  the  confummation. 

To  inlin  e  the  fuccefs  of  this  aftoniming  undertaking 
that  is,  the  converfion  of  all  nations,  their  incorporation 
into  that  one  fociety,  which  he  then  formed,  and  unin- 
terrupted continuation  till  the  end  of  time: — the  Savi- 
our fays,  "  Behold,  I  am  with  you  all  days  till  the  con- 
•c  f animation  of  the  age,  I,  to  whom  all  power  is  given  in 
46  heaven  and  on  earth,  am  ivilh  you"  He  gives  his 
Almighty  Power  as  an  additional  fecurity  to  his  divine 
veracity,  that  his  promife  would  be  fulfilled  ;  that  by 
their  miniftry  he  would  incorporate  in  their  fociety  all 
the  nations  of  the  earth.  Hence  St.  Luke '  fays,  Acts 
ii.  47.  "  The  Lord  added  thefe  who  were  to  be  faved 
*  daily  to  the  church." — 6  Larios  profetithei  tons  fozo- 
"  menvas  Lath  cmcrun  tc  ehldejia"  Hence  that  article 
in  the  baptifmal  creed:  /  believe  the  Catholic  Church 
"  holy  ;  the  Communion  of  Saints."    That  is,  I  believe 
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that  in  the  Catholic  Church  there  is  nothing  taught 
feut  what  is  pure  and  holy  ;  that  in  it  all  the  Saints,  are 
united.  This  lbciety  therefore  mud  iubfift  invariably 
the  fame  while  there  will  be  any  of  God's  elect  on 
earth  ;  and  that  miniftry  by  which  the  Lord  added 
daily  to  his  Church  thole,  who  were  to  be  faved,  mufi 
continue  the  fame  to  the  end  of  time ;  that  God  may 
add  in  the  fame  manner,  and  by  the  fame  means,  all 
his  elect  to  his  Church,  that  they  may  be  in  the  com- 
munion of  the  Saints.  Thus  is  verified  that  prcmife  : 
/  am  xvith  you  all  days  till  the  conjummation. 

The  Saviour  did  not  promife  to  exclude  vice  and 
immorality,  on  the  contrary,  he  foretold  that  the  tares 
would  grow  up  in  his  field  with  the  good  grain  till  the 
harveft  ;  the  good  grain,  if  we  believe  his  own  expla- 
nation of  the  parable,  are  the  children  of  his  kingdom, 
the  tares  the  children  of  the  wicked  one,  they  will  be 
undiftinguimed  in  his  field  till  the  end  of  time.  Hsre 
we  have  his  exprefs  declaration  that  the  children  of  his 
kingdom  will  be  without  intermiffion  mixed  with  the 
children  of  the  wicked  one  till  the  end  of  time.  Thefe 
his  children  muft  be  in  his  Church,  in  the  communion 
of  his  Saints.  St.  Luke  fays  in  formal  terms,  66  that 
"  the  Lord  added  dally  to  his  Church  thoje  to  ho  were  to 
"  be  faved."  This  truth,  which  the  Ex.  will  not  ven- 
ture to  deny  prefuppofed,  an  infoluble  argument  againft 
the  pretended  reformation  is  thus  propofed  :  the  day 
before  Luther  commenced  the  reformation  the  good 
grain  was  in  the  field;  the  elect  of  God  were  in  his 
Church,  and  he  himfelf,  according  to  his  promife, 
teaching  and  baptizing  by  the  miniftry  of  thefe  pallors 
and  teachers,  whom  he  gave  for  the  perfecting  of  the 
Saints ;  EpJi.  iv. — 'Tis  therefore  undeniably  true  that 
Luther  did  feparate  himfelf  from  that  Church,  in 
which  J.  Chrift  was  teaching  and  baptizing,  and  con- 
sequently from  J.  Chrift  himfelf;  that  he  was  one  of 
thefe  unhappy  men  of  whom  St.  Jude  fays  :  "  they  fe- 
" jgarate  them/elves"    Againft  this  fimple  truth  all 
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fuppofition  is  vain.    When  then  the  Ex.  fays  that  in- 
fallibility of  decifion  in  matters  of  faith  is  a  miracle,  he 
confounds  ideas,  and  miileads  the  incautious  and  the 
unlearned  :  'tis  in  the  Church  of  Chrift'  that  his  elect 
are  perfected,  'tis  not  by  error  but  by  truth;  not  by 
m  avering  opinion  but  by  faith  ;  there  is  therefore  no- 
thing taught  in  the  Church  of  Chrift  but  truth,  no 
faith  but  that  which  what  once  delivered  to  the  Saints.  St. 
Jude.    Whilft  the  Ex.  in  order  to  divert  the  attention 
of  his  readers,  and  introduce  confufion  in  their  ideas, 
declaims  againft  miracles  as  if  there  was  any  thing  mi- 
raculous in  the  couife  of  God,  providence,  and  the  ac- 
eomplimment  of  Chrift's  promife,  he  himfelf  to  this 
pretended  miracle  fubftitutes  a  manifect  abfurdity,  that 
is,  that  the  elect  of  Chrift,  who  have  been  in  the  world 
for  at  lea  »1  800  years  before  this  boafted  reformation,  have 
I  cen  perfected  not  by  the  ordinary  means  inftituted  by 
CXrift,  that  is  by  faith  and  the  miniftry  of  thefe  paftors, 
whom  he  had  given  expreflly  for  the  perfecting  of  the 
Saints,  but  by  lb  me  extraordinary  means,  of  which  we 
have  nh  idea.    That  there  were  elect  in  the  world, 
and  will  till  the  confummation  of  time,  we  are  told  by 
Chrift  himfelf;  that  they  have  been  perfected  by  the 
ordinary  rnektis  inftituted  by  Chrift,  or  by  fome  extra- 
ordinary rheaas  is  evidently  true.    If  the  Ex.  admits 
that  the  ordinary  means  of  perfecting  the  Saints  were 
in  the  Church  before  Zz/^er'^feparation;  the  reforma- 
tion is  indefenfible  ;   if  he  denies  it,  he  muft  in- 
troduce fome  extraordinary  means  inconfiftent  with 
the  order  of  providence,  the  promifes  of  Chrift,  and  the 
firft  elements  of  common  fenfe— -thus  every  attempt 'to 
iupport  error  leads  to  abfurdity. 

Let  us  hear  St.  AuJUns  reafoning  on  this  fubject. 
The  Writer  does  not  pretend  to  found  an  argument  on 
the  authorithy  of  St.  Aujiin,  or  of  any  of  the  fathers: 
the  Ex.  would  reject  themfelves  as  parties :  they  were 
all  arrant  Papifts,  their  teftimony  in  favour  of  Popery 
would  be  inadmiffible  : — as  the  teftimony  of  the  jew- 
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jm  minifters  was  inadmiffible  in  favour  of  that  wor- 
ihip  whilft  it  continued.  The  Writer  has  to  lament 
that  in  them  early  ages  of  the  Church  he  can  produce 
noProteftant  witnels.  The  Ex.  will  not  afcnbe  it  to 
neglect  or  inattention,  if  he  will  but  recoiled  that  they 
were  not  yet  known  to  the  learned  world.  There 
were  no  Tillotfons,  no  Jortins,  not  even  a  S.  or  a  mock 
Palaologus. 

The  Manichceans  pretended  that  their  founder, 
Manes,  was  an  Apoftle — 'tis  true  his  title  was  as  good 
as  that  of  the  German  x^poftle.  The  Epiftle  of  Manes 
begins  thus  : — "  Manes,  the  Apoftle  of  J.  Chrift,  by 
*'  the  providence  of  God  the  Father."  A  man  would 
be  tempted  to  imagine  that  Luther  had  this  epiftle  be- 
fore him  when  he  ftiled,  or  rather  dubbed  himielf. 
Evangelift  at  Wertemberg.  To  this  Aufiin  replies  in 
his  book  againft  the  Epiftle,  chap.  iv.  "  I  alk  therefore 
46  who  is  this  Manes  ?  you  will  anfwer  the  Apoftle  of 

*  J.  Chrift.  I  do  not  believe  it.  Perhaps  you  will  read 
*'  the  Gofpel  to  me  thence  endeavouring  to  prove  it. 
"  What  if  you  had  to  reafon  with  one,  who  does  not 
"  believe  the  Gofpel  ?  what  would  you  do  if  fuch  an 

*  one  mould  fay  unto  you*  I  do  not  believe  you  ?  this 
realoning  of  St.  Aujtin,  whatever  contempt  the  Ex.  or 
his  friend  Jortin,  may  have  for  his  authority,  is  abfo- 
lutely  unanlwerable  and  applies  with  the  fame  force  to 
any  other  innovator  as  to  Manes.  For  how  will  this 
pretended  reformer  fhew  an  infidel  that  he  ought  to 
believe  the  Gofpel  ?  he  muft  of  all  neceffity  have  re- 
courie  to  the  teftimony  of  the  Church,  in  whole  hands 
he  finds  it,  and  if  he  denies  the  infallibility  of  her  tefti- 
mony, he  leaves  no  infallible  authority  ;  on  which,  to 
reft  his  belief  in  the  GofpeL  Hence  St.  Aujlin  fays,  in 
xhe  courfe  of  his  reafoning,  "  I  would  not  believe  the 
"  Gofpel  if  the  authority  of  the  Church  did  move  me 
**  thereto.  Why  mould  I  not  obey  them,  (the  BihV 
"  ops)  faying  to  me  :  do  not  believe  Manes,  whom  i 
V  obeyed,  faying,  believe  the  Gofpel." — Change  the 
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name,  and  this  argument  has  an  irrefiftible  force  againft 
any  pretended  reformer.  It  is  a  general  theorem  ap- 
plicable to  all  fimilar  cafes.  St.  Aujiin  .proceeds  to 
prefs  the  Manicheans :  44  Choofe,  fays  he,  if  you  fay  : 

believe  the  Catholics ;  they  admonilh  me  to  give  no 
44  credit  to  you,  wherefore  believing  them  I  cannot 
*4  but  disbelieve  you  ;  but  if  you  fay,  do  not  believe  the 
*4  Catholics,  then  you  do  not  take  the  proper  method  to 

oblige  me  by  the  Golpel  to  believe  Manes:  becaufe 
44  I  believe  the  Gofpel  itfelf  on  the  teftimony  of  Catho- 
44  lies  ;  but  if  you  lav  :  you  have  rid.it! v  believed  the 
44  Catholics  praiiing  the  Gofpel,  but  you  are  not  to  be- 
«*  litve  them  if  they  cenfure  Manes.  Do  you  think  me 
**  lo  ftupid,  that,  whrlft  no  realon  is  afligned,  I  ihall 
64  believe  what  you  plcafe  ;  and  difbelieve  what  you 
44  pleafe  ?  you  mull  not  only  bid  me  believe,  but  ma- 
"  nifeftly  and  evidently  (hew  me  the  truth,  make  me 
ci  know  it ;  if  you  affign  fuch  a  reafon  (that  is,  why  I 
44  mould  not  believe  the  Catholics,)  difmifs  the  Golpel; 

if  you  hold  the  Gofpel  I  will  hold  myfelf  to  thole 
*6  from  whofe  preaching  I  have  believed  the  Golpel, 
u  at  their  command  I  will  not  believe  vou  — If 

in  the  Golpel  you  find  any  place  that  is  manifeft  to 
44  prove  that  Manes  is  a  true  Apoftle,  then  you  will 
"  weaken  the  authority  of  the  Catholics,  who  order 
"  me  not  to  believe  you  ;  this  authority  thus  weakened 
*4  I  cannot  believe  the  Gofpel.  Wherefore,  if  in  the 
**  Gofpel  no  manifeft  place  be  found  concerning  the 
46  Apoffiemip  of  Manes,  1  will  rather  believe  the  Ca- 
w  tholies  than  y  ou ;  but  if  you  can  read  me  any  place 
40  out  of  the  Gofpel  for  Manes,  I  will  neither  believe 
w  them  nor  you.  I  will  not  believe  them/  becaufe 
44  they  have  deceived  me  concerning  you,  nor  will  I 
44  believe  you  becaufe  you  cite  them,  who  have  deceived 
44  me." 

In  this  irrefiftible  manner  St.  Auftin  profeffedly  de- 
monftrates  againft  the  ManicheanSj  that  all  revealed 
truths  reft  ultimately  on  the  teftimonv  of  the  Catholic 
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Church,  and  hence  he  concludes  that  if  that  teftimony 
be  not  infallible,  there  is  nothing  certain  in  religion, 
nothing  which  a  wile  man  can  prudently  believe. 

Tertuliians  reafoning  on  the  fame  fubjecl  is  equally 
ftrong  ;  the  Ex.  will  find  fome  difficulty  in  eluding  it. 
ifc  All  feels,"  fays  he,  "  are  known  by  the  date  of  their 
"  commencement.  Martian  and  Valentinus  came  in 
">  the  time  Antoninus,  their  difciples  were  not  before 
"  them  lei  ves,  they  compofe  no  part  of  the  family  of 
"  J.  Chrift ;  his  children  defcend  wichout  interruption 
u  from  himfelf ;  the  Marcionites  have  Churches,  but 
"  falfe  and  degenerate  as  wafps  have  hives."  A  man 
is  not  admiflible  to  fay  that  he  reforms  the  doctrine  of 
the  Church :  the  doctrine  taught  by  J.  Chrift  was  not 
formed  by  man,  nor  does  he  want  the  afiiftance  of  man 
to  reform  it ;  he  did  not  expect  the  afiiftance  of  a  Mar- 
cion  or  a  Valentinus,  or  of  any  other  innovator  to  re- 
build the  edifice,  which  he  himfelf  had  built  upon  a 
rock,  declaring  that  the  powers  of  hell  mould  not  fub- 
vert  it.  "  He  did  not  fend  the  Holy  Ghoft  in  vain  to 
"  teach  all  truth  :  'tis  impoffible  that  the  Holy  Ghoft 
"  would  permit  all  the  Churches  in  the  world  to  err. 
"  Shew  us  then  fome  Church  in  the  world,  which  held 
*'  this  new  doctrine  which  you  introduce  or  acknow- 
"  ledge  that  you  invented  it.  You  pretend  that  you 
"  find  it  in  the  Scriptures.  Don't  you  know  that 
f*  the  Scriptures  themfelves  are  in  the  hands  of  thefc 
"  Churches,  whofe  errors  you  pretend  to  rectify  ?"  that 
the  Gofpels  and  Epiftles  have  not  formed  thele  Chur- 
ches but  were  written  for  them  and  addreffed  to  them  ; 
that  'tis  on  their  teftimony  they  have  been  received  : — 
"  ejus  assijiente  tefiimmio" — Ad.  Mar*  L.  4.  23.  "  To 
"  whom  do  the  Scriptures  belong  ?  is  it  not  to  thefe 
"  Churches  to  which  they  were  addreffed,  and  who  re- 
"  ceived  with  the  Scriptures  the  true  and  genuine  fenfe 
of  them."  The  fenfe  intended  by  the  infpired  Wri- 
ters, whom  they  might  confult  upon  every  difficult  or 
ambiguous  paffage  ?  eujusfunt  Scripture  ? — ibidem  20. 
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Hence 'tis  manifeft  that  where  the  fource  of  our  faith 
is,  there  alio  is  the  truth  of  the  Scriptures.  "  The 
"  true  interpretation  and  all  Chriftian  traditions." — 
From  this  principle  Tertullian  concludes,  that  without 
any  difcuflion  on  the  Scriptures  we  confound  all  fec- 
taries  by  fee  wing  them  that  the  Scriptures  don't  belong 
to  them  ;  that  they  cannot  have  recourfe  to  them  a  we 
"  refute  Praxeas  as  we  did  Marc  ion  and  Valentinus" 
"  you  are  a  new  man  novellns  you  come  too  hxspofterus, 
"  you  are  but  of  yefterday  hejiernus.  The  day  before 
"  you  were  not  known  to  the  world,  you  are  therefore 
"  no  part  of  the  family  of  J.  Chrift,  who  was  yefterday 
"  and  this  day,  and  who  is  of  all  ages." — II eb.  xiii.  8. 

'Tis  common  with  all  innovators  and  pretended  re- 
formers to  reject  the  authority  of  thefe  fublime  writers 
whom  we  Catholics  call  fathers  of  the  Church;  but  hi- 
therto the  Writer  has  feen  no  attempt  made  to  invali- 
date the  force  of  their  reafoning.  In  the  commence- 
ment of  the  reformation,  whilft  there  was  yet  fome 
refpecl  for  antiquity,  thefe  keepers  of  Catholic  records 
were  taught  to  ipeak  good  Proteftant  Englilh  ;  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  their  works,  in  which  'twas  not  poffible 
to  make  them  fpeaka  language,  which  they  never  knew, 
efforts  were  made  to  diftort  their  words  from  the  in- 
tended fignification.  This  artifice  was  immediately 
detected  by  Catholic  Writers,  and  only  ferved  to  ruin 
the  reputation  of  the  reformers  ;  late  controvertifts 
■bund  it  more  convenient  to  give  up  the  works  of  the 
lathers  to  the  right  owners  and  confine  themlelves  fole- 
ly  to  the  Scriptures.  This  is  certainly  the  more  ju- 
dicious plan,  but  not  the  more  fafe  or  tenable:  for  that 
affent  of  the  mind  to  revealed  truths  which  is  called 
faith  by  all  denominations  of  Chriftians,  muft  be  infal- 
lible. This  pofition  is  evident ;  it  muft  therefore  be 
founded  on  an  infallible  motive  :  for  theaflent  to  truth 
cannot  be  more  infallible  than  the  motive  v/hich  pro- 
duces it.  The  man  who  rejects  the  infallible  authority 
ef  the  Catholic  Church  has  no  infallible  motive  to  be- 
lieve 
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licve  the  Scriptures  true  ;  his  affent  therefore  to  re- 
vealed truths  is  not  infallible,  'tis  not  faith  but  a  meer 
human  opinion.    In  vain  we  are  told  that  man  is  a  fal- 
lible creature — no  man  denies  nor  even  doubts  it ;  but 
however  fallible  the  man  may  be,  his  affent  to  truth 
is  abfolutely  infallible,  if  the  motive  be  fo.    Thus  for 
example,  becaufe  'tis  evident  that  two  and  two  make 
four,  the  moft  illiterate  man's  aflent  to  that  truth  is  in- 
fallible, becaufe  evidence  is  an  infallible  motive.  In 
like  manner  the  affent  of  an  American  to  this  truth — 
London  is  a  city  in  England,  is  infallible,  becaufe  'tis 
not  poflible  in  the  prefent  order  of  things,  that  an  uni- 
verfal  teftimony  mould  deceive  us; — by  the  fame  rule 
the  affent  of  the  moft  illiterate  Catholic  to  his  truth  of 
religion.    "  The  Scriptures  are  divinely  infpired,"  is 
infallible — >infalliblebecaxi{e  he  founds  it  on  the  tefti- 
mony of  the  Catholic  Church,  a  teftimony  more  uni- 
verfal ;  more  authentic  and  more  forcible  than  that 
which  attefts  the  exiftence  of  London ;  the  affent  of 
the  moft  learned  Proteftant  to  the  truth  of  Scrip- 
ture is  fallible  and  fallacious — why  fo  ?  becaufe  as 
he  rejects  the  authority  of  that  Church,  in  whofe  hands 
the  reformers  found  the  Scriptures,  he  muft  found  his 
affent  on  his  own  opinion,  or  the  conje&ure  of  fomeof 
thefe  pretended  reformers,  which  is  evidently  and  con- 
feffedly  fallible,  and  fallacious. 

Thus  we  fee,  that  error  confidered  in  every  point  of 
view,  is  untenable  ;  that  no  artifice,  no  fubterfuge,  no 
power  of  fophiftry  can  fnppoit  it  againft  the  piercing 
light  of  truth,  which,  ftript  of  every  adventitious  orna- 
ment, is  in  its  native  colours  irrefiftible. 

The  Writer  prefumes  that  he  has  already  fatisrled 
the  Ex.  or  any  other  unprejudiced  man,  that  this  infal- 
libility of  decifion*  in  dodrinal  truths,  and  exemption 
from  error  was  foretold  in  the  Old  Teftament,  pro- 
mifed  in  the  New,  affertcd  by  the  Apoftles  in  the  hrft 
Council  of  Jerufalem,  and  claimed  by  every  Council 
down  to  the  prefent  day ;  but  what  is  yet  of  greater 
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importance,  that  on  this  very  infallibility  of  the  church, 
ultimately  refts  our  affent  to  all  revealed  truths  of  re- 
ligion ;  that  'tis  the  only  motive  which  can  render  this 
affent  infallible — which  aflent  being  perfected  by  divine 
grace  and  elevated  to  a  fupernatural  order,  is  called 
divine  faith,  that  faith  without  which,  if  we  believe  St* 
Paul,  'tis  impoffible  to  pleafe  God.  He  now  returns  to 
the  Ex'rs.  objections  again  ft  St.  Peter  s  fupremacy. 
They  are  ftated  in  a  con fu fed  manner,  whether  to  em- 
bar  r  a  Is  the  lubjefl:,  or  from  fome  confufion  in  the  Ex'rs* 
ideas,  is  not  neceffary  to  enquire.  In  the  promifes 
made  to  Peter.  Matt.  xvi.  and  John  xxi.  The  Ex, 
acutely  remarks  "  that  Peter  was  not  a  Rock." — No, 
he  was  conftituted  by  J.  Chrift,  the  foundation  of  that 
ipiritual  edifice,  the  Houfe  of  God,  which  St.  Paul  calls 
the  Houfe  of  the  living  God.  The  houfe  did  not  fall, 
becaufe  the  owner  protects  it ;  nor  was  the  foundation 
removed  from  it.  There  it  refts,and  will  fecurely  reft 
till  the  end  of  time,  becaufe  the  God  of  truth  has  faid 
it. 

"  It  is  not  to  be  fuppofed,"  fays  our  Ex.  p.  61, 
66  that  there  are  material  gates  to  hell,  or  actual  locks 
"  to  heaven ;  and  that  Chrift  delivered  to  Peter  the 
m  corporeal  keys  of  them,  or  that  the  binding  and 
"  looting  fpoken  of  was  by  ropes  and  chains,  fb  re* 
"  fpecting  the  feeding  the  lambs  and  flieep  'twas  not 
"  the  animals  of  that  name,  which  are  to  be  under* 
"  flood."  This  paffage  is  quoted  entire  as  a  fpecimen 
of  the  lublime.  The  orator  will  learn  to  apply  epi- 
thets :  actual  locks,  corporeal  keys !  and  the  philofo- 
pher  will  find  that  though  hell  be  the  receptacle  of  bo- 
dies as  well  as  fpirits,  'tis  not  a  material  place.  The 
reader  muft  admire  the  depth  of  our  Ex'rs.  penetration 
he  has  difcovered  that  Peter  was  not  a  ftone;  that  the 
Saviour  did  not  fpeak  of  thefe  bleating  animals 
which  we  call  flieep.  He  has  made  a  fecond  difcovery 
not  lefs  wonderful,  "  that  in  thefe  texts  there  is  no 
u  pre-eminence,  no  power  given  to  Peter  over  the 
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"  other  Apoflles."  Hitherto  the  world  was  m  the 
habit  of  confidering  the  Apoftles  as  composing  a  part 
of  the  flock  of  J.  Chrifi;  at  that  time  they  compofed  a 
notable  part  of  his  then  little  flock.  On  what  princi- 
ple does  the  Ex.  pretend  to  exclude  them  ?  if  an  or- 
der exprefily  given  bv  J.  Chrift  to  rule  and  feed  them 
as  the  Greek  terms  "  poimanei  and  boskei"  fignifyf 
imply  no  authority,  no  pre-eminence,  we  are  yet  to 
learn  what  thefe  terms  mean.  The  Ex.  has  recourfe 
to  his  old  lule  of  faith,  conjecture:  "  We  are  left," 
fays  he,  "  to  difcover  their  figurative  meaning  by  con- 
"  fidering  the  fubject  matter  by  inference,  by  confulting 
"  our  own  common  lenfe,  and  by  comparing  them  with 
"  other  pafiages  more  plain  and  direct."  It  has  been 
juftly  remarked  that  there  i^  no  man  fo  blind  as  the 
man  who  will  not  fee  ;  here  the  Ex.  has  recourfe  to 
every  expedient  which  imagination  can  fuggeft  to  in- 
troduce obfcurity  in  paffages  which  are  as  intelligible  as 
language  can  make  them  :  the  Saviour  fays  to  Peter, 
Matt.  xvi. — /  will  give  thee  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven.  We  are  not  left  to  conjecture  what  is  under  - 
flood  by  thelc  keys  :  'tis  a  metaphor  which  is  not  to  be 
mifunderflood  :  the  keys  of  all  cities  in  ail  civilized 
countries,  are  given  to  the  chief  rulers  to  fgnify  the  au- 
thority and  jurifdiclion  which  they  exerciie  over  the 
citizens.  The  genuine  fenfe  and  intended  fignification 
of  this  metaphor  we  have  clearly  explained,  in  the 
Scripture  itfelf :  the  Lord  laid  by  his  prophet  I  fa  ins  to 
Sobna :  I/a.  xxii.  29. — "  I  will  expel  you  from  your 
"  ftation,  and  depofe  you  from  your  miniftry.  On  that 
"  I  will  call  my  fervant  Eliakim  ion  of  llelkias,  i  will 
"  clothe  him  with  your  coat,  and  flrengthen  him  with 
"  your  belt,  and  your  authority  1  will  give  in  his  hand, 
"  and  he  will  be  as  a  father  to  the  inhabitants  of  Jeru- 
"  falem  and  to  the  houfe  of  Juda,  and  i  will  give  the 
"  key  of  the  houfe  of  David  on  his  fnoulder  ;  he  will 
"  open  and  none  will  hhut,  he  will  (hut  and  none  will 
"  open."    By  the„key  of  the  houfe  of  David  is  here 

T  manifeftlv 


146 


manifeftly  lignified  the  fupreme  authority  in  the  tem- 
ple given  to  Eliakim.  The  temple  was  called  the 
houle  of  Davids  becauie  'twas  built  at  his  expence,  and 
by  his  direction,  and  according  to  the  inftructions  which 
he  gave  to  his  fon  Solomon. 

In  the  Revelation  we  read :  "  Thus  faith  the  holy 
¥  one,  the  true  one,  who  hath  the  key  of  David,  who 
w  opens  and  no  one  finds,  who  flints  and  no  one  opens" 
Rev.  im  7.  Will  the  Ex.  admit  that  in  this  paiTage 
the  key  fignifies  the  fupreme  power  and  fovereign  au- 
thority of  J.  Chrift  himfelf  ?  figurative  expreffions,  fays 
he,  are  to  be  explained  by  other  texts  more  plain  and 
direct  If  there  had  been  a  fhadow  of  ambiguity  in 
the  Saviour's  words,  why  not  explain  them  by  thefe 
texts  in  wnic  h  the  metaphor  can't  be  mifunderftood  ? 
this  the  Ex.  carefully  avoids,  and  without  offering  or 
even  attempting  a  wild  conjecture  at  the  meaning  of 
Child's  words,  he  confidently  afferts  that  Chrift  did 
not  intend  to  beftow  any  pre-eminence  on  Peter,  but 
Chrift  intended  fomething.  Does  the  Ex.  pretend  that 
his  words  are  empty  founds?  that  they  convey  no  idea 
at  all  ?  or  that  he  faid  one  thing  and  intended  another  r 
that,  though  Chrift  expreffly  declared  he  would  make 
Peter  the  foundation  of  that  Ipiritual  edifice  his  Church, 
and  give  him  the  fupreme  authority  in  his  fpiritual 
kingdom,  he  did  not  intend  it,  but  fomething  elfe, 
which  we  don't  know  ?  this  is  not  reafoning,  but  in- 
fulting  reafon  ;  not  an  attempt  to  folve  a  difficulty, 
but  a  fubterfuge  to  elude  an  argument,  the  force  of 
which  is  irrefiftible. 

The  promife  which  Chrift  made,  the  xvith.  of  Mat- 
iliew,  he  fulfilled  the  xxift.  of  John,  faying  to  Peter$ 
i'ti  prefence  of  the  other  Apoftles  :  "  Feed  my  lambs. 
"  Rule  my  fheep.  Feed  my  fheep."  The  Ex.  does 
not  think  it  neceffary  to  enquire  what  the  Saviour  in- 
tended. Nor  does  the  Writer.  The  Ex.  thinks  or 
pretends  to  think,  'tis  clear  that  he  did  not  intend  "  to 
"  give  Peter  any  pre-eminence  or  authority  over  the 
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u  other  Apoftles."  The  Writer  thinks,  and  fo  muft 
every  man  who  knows  the  force  of  language,  that  h$ 
did  intend  it,  or  that  he  fpoke  nonfenfe,  which  is  blaf- 
phemy  to  aflert  or  think:  for  his  words  convey  no 
other  idea  :  to  feed  his  fheep  and  his  lambs  can  iigni- 
fy  nothing  elfe  but  to  feed  the  whole  of  his  flock, 
which  is  compofed  of  fheep  and  lambs;  the  other 
Apoftles  then  and  there  prefent,  were  the  very  men 
who  were  in  a  particular  manner  entrufted  to  Peter  s 
care :  of  them  the  Saviour  had  laid  before  his  death, 
fpeaking  to  Peter :  Luke  xxii.  51.  "  Simon,  Simon, 
"  behold  Satan  has  explored  you  that  he  might  lift  you 
46  like  wheat;  but  I  have  prayed  for  thee,  that  thy  faith 
"  may  not  ceafe,  and  when  thou  malt  be  converted, 
<c  confirm  thy  brethren."  Were  not  the  other  Apof- 
tles thefe  brethren  whom  Peter  was  ordered  to  confirm 
in  the  faith  after  his  converfion  ? 

We  are  not  left  to  conjecture  what  is  meant  by  the 
flock  of  J.  Chrift  :  he  himfelf  tells  us  they  are  his  dif- 
ciples  for  whom  he  died  :  John  x.  "  I  am  the  good 
"  fhepherd  ;  the  good  fhepherd  lays  down  his  life  for 
xi  his  fheep."  This  metaphor  is  fb  common  in  the 
Scriptures,  that  even  ignorance  can't  miftake  it.  And 
if  this  Ex.  an  Oxford  fcholar,  does  not  underftand  it* 
we  may  apply  to  him  what  Toinette  fays  in  Molieres 
comedy  :  "  vivent  les  colleges  dou  Von  fort fi  habile  horn- 
«  me:' 

The  Ex.  thinks  he  has  yet  a  fubterfuge  :  though 
within  the  range  of  imagination  he  can  find  nothing 
which  Chrift  did  intend,  if  he  did  not  intend  to  confti- 
tute  Peter  Chief  Paftor  of  his  flock:  "  It,"  he  fays, 
"  feems  contrary  to  the  fpirit  which  he  was  defirous  of 
"  inftilling  to  veft  a  pre-eminence  any  where."  p.  63, 
What !  that  which  he  has  faid  and  done  contrary  to  the 
fpirit  which  he  was  defirous  of  eftablifhing  amongft 
his  difciples  !  is  the  fpirit  of  fubordination,  of  unity 
and  unanimity,  which  he  and  his  Apoftles  have  fo 
ftriclly  and  frequently  enjoined,  contrary  to  the  fpirit 
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which  he  was  defirous  of  inftilling?  contrary  to  the 
language  and  conduit  of  Chrift  to  veft  fuch  a  pre-emi- 
nence any  where  :  Chrift  therefore  in  the  Ex'rs.  opi- 
nion has,  in  the  true  Jacobinical  ftyle,  eftablifhed  down- 
right anarchy  in  his  Church  ;  a  fort  of  equality  which 
never  was  known  in  the  mod  democraiical  fociety : 
for  without  fome  bond  of  union  no  fociety  can  be  for- 
med.   St.  Paul  thought  that  Chrift  had  given  fome 
paftors  and  teachers  to  his  Church  ;  Eph.  iv. — and  in 
his  hrft  Epiftlc  to  the  Corinthians,  he  gives  a  delcription 
of  the  Church  as  directly  oppofite  to  this  Ex'rs.  ideas 
as  light  is  to  darknefs  :  4;  as  the  body  is  one,"  fays  the 
Apoiile,  44  and  has  many  members,  all  the  members 
^  of  one  body,  though  many,  are  but  one  body,  and  fo 
"  Chrift:  for  in  onefpirit  we  have  all  been  baptized 

u  into  one  body  If  the  foot  mould  fay,  becauie 

"  I  am  not  the  hand,  I  am  not  of  the  body ;  is  it  there- 
44  fore  not  of  the  body?  and  if  the  ear  mould  lay  :  be- 
44  caufe  I  am  not  the  eye  I  am  not  of  the  body ;  is  it 
44  therefore  not  of  the  body  ?  if  the  whole  body  were 
u  the  eye,  where  is  the  hearing?  and  if  the  whole 
44  body  were  the  hearing,  where  is  the  fmelling?  now 
66  God  has  placed  the  members,  each  of  them  in  the 
&i  body  as  it  hath  pleafed  him.  If  all  were  one  mem- 
44  ber,  where  the  body  ?  now  there  are  many  members 
44  and  one  body— the  eye  cannot  fay  to  the  hand,  I 
44  don't  want  you— nor  again  can  the  head  fay  to  the 

44  feet,  I  don't  want  you  you  are  the  body  of 

"  Chrift,  and  members  each  a  partial — meic  ek  me- 
44  roils  '' — i  Cor.  xii.  The  Apoftle  defcribes  the 
Church  as  a  eompadi  body,  animated  by  one  and  the 
fame  fpirit,  having  of  courfe  the  moft  perfect  unity 
and  unanimity ;  hi  which  there  is  the  moft  exact  fu- 
bordination  in  regular  gradation  from  the  head  down 
to  the  feet.  The  Apoftle  never  dream't  of  that  perfect 
equality  and  independance, -which  our  Ex.  thinks  Chrift: 
had  eftablifhed  44  Wfiing  no  pre-eminence  any  ivhere" 
•poes  he  imagine  that  the  head  has  no  pre-eminence  in 
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the  human  body  ?  the  Ex.  may  reply  that  Chrift  is 
our  head.  True — he  is  head  of  the  whole  city  of  Je- 
rufalem.  "  Which  he  (God  the  Father)  wrought  in 
"  Chrift,  raifing  him  from  the  dead,  and  fetting  him 
"  at  his  own  right  hand,  in  the  heavenly  places  above 
"  all  principality  and  power,  and  virtue  and  dominion, 
"  and  every  name,  that  is  named  not  only  in  this  age, 
"  but  that  which  is  to  come  ;  and  he  hath  put  all 
"  things  under  his  feet  and  hath  given  him  head  over 
"  all  things  to  his  Church."  Eph.  i.  22.  and  in  his 
Epifile  to  the  Colossians:  "  who  is  head  of  every 
"  principality  and  power."  CoL  ii.  10.  The  Apoftlc 
afferts  that  Chrift  as  man  is  head  over  all  the  inhabi- 
tants of  the  Heavens  as  well  as  over  his  Church  on 
earth  ;  but  to  the  Corinthians  the  Apoftle  fpeaks  of 
Chrift's  Church  on  earth  ;  in  which,  he  fays,  there  is  a 
head  which  cannot  fay  to  the  feet,  I  don't  want  you. 
Tis  prefumed  the  Apoftle  did  not  not  think  J.  Chrift 
was  that  head,  which  could  not  fay  to  the  feet,  I  don't 
want  you:  the  Apoftle  was  not  accuftomed  to  blaf- 
pheme.  This  head  therefore,  of  which  he  fpeaks  to 
the  Corinthians  is  a  vilible  part  of  that  vifible  Church 
on  earth,  which  he  accurately  defcribes  diftinguifh- 
ing  the  different  members  which  compofe  it,  and 
fhewing  their  mutual  dependence.  The  Apoftle  well 
knew  that  J.  Chrift  was  the  fupreme  head  of  the 
Church  without  any  fubordination  to,  or  dependance 
on  any  other  ;  but  he  alfo  knew  that  this  Supreme 
Head  being  in' vifible  to  his  Church  here  on  earth,  had 
conftituted  a  vifible  head  lubordinate  and  immediately 
fubjecT:  to  himfelf ;  that  his  Church  might  not  appear 
monftrous,  that  is,  a  vifible  body  without  a  vifible 
head.  The  Apoftle  alfo  knew  that  'twas  not  more 
inconfiftent  with  order  that  J.  Chrift  the  primary 
head,  mould  conftitute  a  fubordinate  head,  than  that, 
he  the  primary  foundation,  mould  eftablifh  a  fecondary 
and  lubordinate  foundation  ;  hence  he  fays  to  the 
Ephefians  :  "  that  they  are  built  on  the  foundation  of 
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v£  the  Apoftles  and  Prophets,  J.  Chrift  himfelf  being 
"  the  corner  done."   Eph.  ii.  20.    This  and  fimilar 
texts  the  Ex.  fays,  p.  64,  are  very  intelligible,  "  for 
"  fince  'twas  the  Apoftles,  who  taught  the  world  the 
"  Chriftian  religion,  Chriftianity  -might  be  faid  to  be 
"  built  upon  them  as  upon  a  rock  or  foundation."  If 
this  be  fo  intelligible  of  the  Apoftles  in  general,  why 
exclude  St.  Peter,  whofe  very  name  Peter*  fubftituted 
by  Chrift  himfelf  to  his  original  name  Simon,  fignifies 
a  Rock,  oh  which  rock  the  Redeemer  faid  he  would 
build    his   Church?    if  Chriftianity  be  founded  on 
the  Apoftles  beeaufe  they  taught  the  Chriftian  re- 
ligion, it  muft   be  founded  in  the   firft   place  on 
Peter:  beeaufe   he  firft  of  all  men  confeffed  Jefus 
Chrift  to  be  by  nature   fon   of  the  living  God: 
for  he  diftinguiihed  him  from  John  Baptift,  Jeremy rf 
Elias,  and  the  other  prophets,  who  were  all  by  adop- 
tion fon s  of  the  living  God;  he  firft  announced  the 
Gofpel  of  J.  Chrift  after  the  defcent  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft  on  the  day  of  Pentecoft,  and  by  his  miniftry  were 
added  on  that  day — "  profe  tithe  fan"  as  if  three  thou- 
fand  fouls  to  that  flock  which  Chrift  himfelf  had  form- 
ed and  committed  to  Peter's  care,  John  xxi. ;  and  in 
the  Council  of  Jerufaiem  he  told  the  Apoftles  there 
prefent :  44  Men,  brethren,  you  know  that  in  former 
44  days  God  made  choice  amongft  us  that  from  my 
44  mouth  the  nations  ihould  hear  the  word  of  the  Gof- 
"  pel  and  believe :"  Acts  xv.    'Tis  therefore  true  that 
Peter  was  the  firft  who  after  J.  Chrift  announced  his 
Gofpel  both  to  the  Jews  and  the  Gentiles  ;  and  equally 
true  that  the  Apoftles  knew  it.    They  are  the  men, 
who  atteft  it.    Hence  upon  all  occafions  they  name 
him  firft,  and  fometimes  contra-diftinguilh  him  :  thus 
— 44  thefe  are  the  names  of  the  twelve  Apoftles :" 
44  protos,  Simon  called  Peter,  and  Andrew  his  brother 
V  James  .....  ." — Matt.  ix.  2. 

44  And  he  (T.  C.)  impofed  on  Simon  the  name  Peter 
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u  and  James  .....  and  John  and  Andrew. 

 "—Mark  iii.  16. 

"  And  when  'twas  day  he  called  his  difciples  and 
u  chofe  twelve  from  amongft  them  whom  he  called 
"  Apoftles,  Si??io?i,  whom  he  called  Peter,  and  An- 
"  drew,  James  and  John  " — Luke  xvi.  13. 

"  Taking  "Peter  and  the  two  fons  of  Zcbedee  

he  lays  to  Peter.  His  words  were  addrefled  to  Peter 
though  he  fpoke  to  them  in  the  plural  number.  Matt. 
xxvi.  37,  40. 

"  Jefus  took  Peter,  James  and  John" — Mark  ix.  2. 

The  Angel  fays  to  the  women  :  "  Go  tell  his  difci- 
"  pies,  and  Peter,  that  he  goes  before  you  to  Galilee, 
xvi.  7." 

Was  not  Peter  one  of  the  difciples?  why  does  the 
Angel  diftinguifh  him  from  the  other  difciples  if  in 
reality  there  was  no  diftinctionr  was  the  Angel  a  bab- 
ler,  who  multiplied  words  to  no  purpofc  ? 

"  They  faid  to  Peter  and  to  the  Apoftles.'1 — Acts  ii. 
37.  In  this  paffage  St.  Luke  diftinguiflies  Peter  from 
the  other  Apoftles.  Did  he  alfo  multiply  words  in 
vain  ? 

St.  Paul,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Galatians,  lays:  "af- 
"  ter  three  years  I  went  up  to  Jerufalem  to  inquire  of 
"  Peter"  "  istorefai  Petron"  and  remained  with  him 
"  fifteen  days."— Gal.  i.  18. 

The  Galatians  had  been  taught  to  believe  by  fomc 
felf  conftituted  teachers,  that  the  ceremonies  of  the 
Jewifli  law  obliged  the  Chriftians.  Againft  thefe  the 
Apoftle  juftifies  his  doctrine  ;  to  remove  the  impreffions 
made  againft  him  by  thefe  artful  innovators,  who  told 
the  people  that  his  doflrine  was  not  confident  with 
that  of  the  other  Apoftles,  becaufe  he  was  not  one  of 
the  twelve  fent  immediately  by  J.  Chrift,  St.  Paul  fays 
that  he  had  been  to  fee  Peter,  and  remained  with  him 
fifteen  days.  And  in  the  next  chapter  he  fays,  that 
fourteen  years  after  he  went  up  again,  and  compared  his 
Gofpel  with  that  taught  by  the  other  Apoftles.  Tho* 
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the  Apoftle  knew  that  his  doctrine  was  revealed  to 
him  by  J.  Chrift,  and  authorized  by  miracles,  yet  he 
thought  it  neceffary,  in  order  to  remove  all  falle  im- 
preffions  and  iufpicions,  to  fhew  that  'twas  perfectly 
confident  with  Peter  s  doctrine.  St.  Paul  thus  fet  an 
example  to  future  ages.  If  it  had  been  followed,  the 
peace  of  the  Chriftian  world  would  not  have  been  fo 
often  difturbed  by  innovations,  and  pretended  refor- 
mations. 

The  Ex.  adduces  fome  texts  of  Scripture  to  mew 
that  Chrift  did  not  intend  to  eftablifli  any  pre-eminence 
amongft  his  Apoftles.  The  Arians  adduced  many 
texts  to  mew  that  Chrift  was  not  God  ;  the  Nefto- 
rians  to  mew  that  in  him  were  two  perfons,  and  the 
Eutychians  thought  fome  texts  clearly  fhewed  that  in 
J.  Chrift  there  was  but  one  nature  ;  'twas  refer ved  for 
this  Rev.  Ex.  and  his  potent  Ally  the  mock  P.  to 
fhew  that  J.  Chrift  was  the  founder  of  a  jacobinical 
fociety,  a  fociety  without  order  or  fubordination :  for 
without  fome  pre-eminence  there  can  be  none.  Ad- 
mire the  man's  fagacity  :  he  has  difcovered  that  J.  C. 
did  not  intend  to  do,  what  he  has  done  if  the  Evange- 
lifts  tell  truth,  and  what  he  muft  have  done  if  he  had 
the  'firft  elements  of  common  fenfe. 

A  text  from  the  Alcoran  would  have  been  as  much 
to  the  purpofe  as  thofe  which  the  Ex.  quotes  from  the 
Gofpe!  in  fupport  of  his  extravagance,  for  an  opinion  it 
can't  be  called.    The  Saviour  had  faid,  "  if  any  man 
"  defire  to  be  firft,  he  will  be  laft :" — and,  "  every  man 
"  who  exalts  himfelf  will  be  humbled." — Matt.  xxiiL 
In  both  places  J.  Chrift  condemns  ambition.    What  is 
that  to  the  purpofe  ?  what  Chriftian  ever  thought  am- 
bition laudable  till  one  of  Luther's  difciples  fan&ified 
the  boafting  of 'his  mafter  ?  if  St.  Peter  had  defired  a 
pre-eminence  over  the  Apoftles,  he  never  would  have 
obtained  it,  nor  even  the  laft  place  amcngft  them ;  his 
ambition  would  have  excluded  him ;  but  we  muft  pre- 
fume  that  the  {pint  of  humility  which  the  Saviour  re- 
commended 
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commended  is  not  inconfiftent  with  the  ex  ere  ife  of  au- 
thority and  power,  which  is  from  God,  and  to  which 
St.  Paul  enjoins  obedience  :  "  Remember  your  guides, 

"  who  announced  to  you  the  word  of  God  imi- 

"  tate  their  faith  ....  obey  your  guides  and  be  fub- 
jeclto  them." — Heb.  xiii. 

Would  this  Ex.  condefcend  to  inform  us  if  there  be 
none  pofTciTed  of  any  pre-eminence  in  the  Church,  who 
were  thefe  guides  to  whom  St.  Paul  ordered  the  faith- 
ful to  be  fubjed?  the  reader  need  not  be  told  that  the 
Apoftle  calls  their  teachers  and  paftors  Guides,  becaufe 
'tis  their  official  duty  to  conducl  them  in  the  paths  of 
falvation. 

The  Ex.  finds  another  text  in  which  the  Saviour  told 
the  Apoftles  that  they  were  all  brethren.  What  then  ? 
did  not  the  Saviour  even  after  his  refurrecYion  call  his 
.difciples  brethren  :  "  go  to  my  brethren  and  tell  them." 
John  xx.  17.  Was  he  lefs  their  Lord  and  Mafter?  if 
the  Ex.  had  read  the  1 1th  verfe  of  the  fame  chapter,  he 
would  have  feen  that  one  of  the  difciples  *vas  the 
greater,  and  minifter  to  them  all.  "  6  ale  mcixSn  union 
"  eflai  umon  diakonas*'  Thefe  words  which  he  quotes 
were,  fays  our  Ex.  fubfequent  to  the  promife.  True 
— but  they  were  not  fubfequent  to  the  performance  of 
that  promife,  John  xvi.  when  Chrift  conftituted  Peter 
paftor  and  teacher  of  his  flock  ;  and  if  they  had  been 
fubfequent  to  the  performance  of  the  promife,  they 
contain  nothing  but  what  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles  al- 
ways taught,  the  neceffity  of  humility,  a  virtue  to  which 
all  reformers  are  ftrangers,  a  virtue  as  diameri  icallvop- 
pofite  to  Luther  s  holy  boa/ting,  as  Heaven  is  to  Hell. 

The  Ex.  pretends  that  expreffions  nearly  fimilar  to 
the  promiles  made  to  Peter  were  applied  to  the  other 
Apoftles.  'Tis  rather  unlucky  that  the  Evangelifts 
forgot  them:  there  are  none  fuch  to  be  found  in  their 
writings:  where,  or  to  which  of  the  Apoftles  did 
Chrift  fay,  "  I  will  give  thee  the  Keys  of  the  Kingdom 
H  of  Heaven  ?  to  which  of  the  other  Apoftles  did  he 

V  fay : 


fay  :  "  I  have  prayed  for  thee  that  thy  faith  fliould  not 
"  ceafe?"  which  of  them  did  he  order  after  his  con- 
version to  confirm  his  brethren,  or  to  which  of  them 
did  he  lay  after  exacting  a  teftimony  of  his  love  : 
"  Feed  my  lambs,  rule  my  Iheep,  feed  my  (heep  ?  a 
power  of  binding  and  loofing  he  gave  them  all,  hence 
the  Bifhops ;  who  are  the  fucceflbrs  of  the  Apoftles, 
cxercile  thefe  powers  of  binding  by  inflicting  canonical 
cenfures,  and  enjoining  penitential  works ;  and  alfo 
by  enacting  local  ordinances,  which  oblige  their  refpec- 
tive  flocks ;  and  the  powers  of  looflng  they  exercife  by 
elifpenling  in  particular  laws  upon  lblid  reafons,  but 
with  due  fubordination  to  the  Chief  Paftor,  to  whom 
J.  Chrift  committed  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of  Hea- 
ven, and  the  care  of  the  whole  flock  ;  that  is,  the  ple- 
nitude of  ecclefiaftical  power. 

As  an  argument  againft  Peter's  fupremacy  the  Exi 
quotes  a  paflage  from  one  of  that  Apoftle's  Epiftles,  to 
which  he  affixes  a  fenfe  of  his  own  invention.  For  the 
readers  information  the  paffage  is  here  given  entire  : 
"  I  myfelf  a  Prieif,'*  fumprefuiiteros  "  exhort  the 
u  Priefts  who  are  amongft  you,"—"  tons  prejbuterous 
u  eji  iimin  parakalo"  .  .  .  .  #  "  feed  the  flock  of  God 
"♦which  is  amongft  you;" — "  poimenate  to  en  iimin 
*'  poimnion."  "  ftiperintending,"-— "  epifcopoun- 

tes :"  46  not  domineering  over  the  Clergy." — kataku- 
u  rieuentes  ion  kleron" 

'Tis  the  firft  time,  perhaps,  that  the  actual  exercife 
of  a  man's  official  duty  was  adduced  as  an  authority 
againft  his  jurifdiction.  The  Apoftle  directs  the  Epis- 
copal Paftors  of  the  provinces  of  Pontus,  Galatia,  Cap- 
pidecia,  Alia,  and  Bythinia,  to  whom  his  letter  is  ad- 
ti  relied,  to  feed  the  refpective  portions  of  the  flock  over 
which  they  prefidecl,  "  to  en  umin  poimnion"  not  thro' 
compulsion  but  willingly,  not  in  view  of  filthy  lucre, 
but  cheerfully  ;  not  to  lord  it  over  the  inferior  Clergy 
but  in  their  own  conduct  to  fet  an  example  of  all 
Chriftian  virtues  to  the  flock.    Will  the  Ex.  admit 

that 
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that  thcfc  Pallors,  whom  the  Apoftlc  ordered  to  fuper- 
intend  the  flock  amongft  themfelves  were  polTciTed  of 
any  fpiritual  authority  ?  if  not  the  Apoftle's  inftru&ion 
\vas  ludicrous,  a  meer  mockery  ;  and  his  prohibition  of 
a  domineering  fpirit  unneceffary :  no  man  ever  was 
known  to  domineer  over  perfons  not  under  his  con- 
troul ;  nor  is  it  poffible  for  a  man  to  domineer  in  whom 
no  authority  is  acknowledged  or  veiled.  The  Ex.  by 
his  own  private  authority  has  fubftituted  the  terms  "  as 
u  being  Lords  over  God's  heritage"  to  St.  Peter  s 
words,  "  not  domineering  over  the  Clergy."  Thus  the. 
unlearned  are  duped  and  mifled  by  arbitrary  verfions, 
which  each  new  teacher  adapts  to  his  own  opinions. 
Even  the  Ex'rs.  verfion  will  not  bear  him  out.  For 
if  they  had  no  pre-eminence,  no  authority  or  jurifdk> 
tion,  they  could  not  lord  it  over  God's  heritage.  The 
Apoftles  injunction  would  have  been  mifapplied. 

St.  Peter  direcls  all  thefe  fubordinate  Paftors  to  prac- 
tice the  fame  virtues,  which  J.  Chrift,  whom  he  calls 
the  Prince  of  Paftors,  "  Archipoimon"  had  taught 
both  by  word  and  example,  that  is,  humility,  modefty 
and  meeknefs,  virtues  indifpenfably  neceffary  in  all 
Chriftians,  but  more  efpecially  in  the  Paftors  of  the 
Church,  who  are  ftricly  obliged  to  inftru6l  others  by 
example  as  well  as  by  words. 

The  ExVs.  next  attempt  to  mew  that  no  pre-emi- 
nence was  eftablifhed  by  J.  Chrift  is  extremely  un- 
lucky :  in  the  whole  Scriptures  he  could  not  have 
chofen  a  pafTage  lefs  to  his  purpofe,  not  one  which 
more  clearly  and  diftinftly  authenticates  that  very 
pre-emintnee  againft  which  he  pretends  to  reafon. — 
"  At  Ephefus  St.  Paul  called  together  the  elders  of 
"  the  Church,  and  exhorted  them  to  take  heed  to 
"  themfelves  and  to  all  the  flock  over  which  the  Holy 
"  Ghoft  had  made  them  overfeers,  to  feed  the  Church 
"  of  God."— Acts  xx.  28.  This  ftatement  of  the  Ex. 
is  inconfiftent  with  St.  Luke's  account,  and  his  verfion 
incorred :  'twas  not  at  Ephefus  that  St.  Paul  called 
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the  Affcrhbly  :  St.  Luke  fays,  "  that  Paul  having  fent 
"  from  Melitus  tc  Ephefus," — "  apotes  Melitou  pemp- 
"  fas  eis  Ephefon." — "  fent  for  the  Priefts  of  the 
"  Church,"— 44  meta  kiilefato  tout  prejbuterous  tes  Ec- 
u  clef? as." — ibidem  17.  He  did  not  fend  for  all  the 
old  men  of  thp  Church  of  Ephefus,  nor  for  the  inferior 
Clergy,  fuch  an  aifembly  would  have  given  offence  to 
the  heathen  magiftrates  in  Melitas,  and  was  totally 
unneceffary.  He  fent  for  the  Bifhops  whom  the  Holy 
Ghoft,  by  the  miniftry  of  the  Apoftles,  had  placed  uver 
the  Church  in  that  province.  And  to  them  his 
words  are  addrefled  :  "  attend  to  yourfelves  and  to 
**  the  whole  flock  in  which  the  Holy  G  hoft  has  placed 
"  you  Bifhops  to  rule  the  Church  of  God,  which  he 
u  purchafed  v/ith  his  blood."— -ibidem  28. 

Is  this  Oxford  fcholar  jet  to  learn  that  the  Greek 
word  u  Epifcopos"  and  the  Latin  "  Epifcopas"  figni- 
fies  neither  lefs  nor  more  than  what  we  call  in  plain 
Englifh  Eiflwp?  he  has  recourie  to  the  etymology  of 
the  word  in  order  to  miflead  the  ignorant,  and  teach 
them  to  believe  that  St.  Paul  was  giving  his  inftruc- 
tions,  not  to  the  firft  Paftors  of  the  flock  in  the  whole 
Province,  but  to  a  few  old  men  in  Ephefus.  Yet  all 
efforts  to  wreft  St.  Luke's  words  from  the  intended 
fignification  are  fruitlefs:  the  Ex.  himlelf  is  forced  to 
acknowledge  that  thefe  men  to  whom  the  Apoftle 
fpoke  were  placed  by  the  Holy  Ghoft  to  feed  the 
flock;  they  were  therefore  Paftorsof  the  Holy  Ghoft's 
appointment,  confequentlv  had  power,  authority,  juris- 
diction and  pre-eminence  from  him  to  feed  and  rule,  as 
the  Greek  term  "  poimaoate"  literally  fignrfies. 

It  may  not  be  amifs  to  inform  the  reader  that  the 
power  and  juritdi&ion  of  the  Saviour  is  expreffed  in  the 
prophecy  applied'  to  him,  Matt.  ii.  In  the  fame  terms, 
by  which  Sr.  Paul%  in  this  paflage  and  in  hisEpiftleto 
the  Hebrews,  exprefies  the  authority  of  the  Paftors  of 
the  Church  :  "  egounumos  ojiis  poimanei  ton  iaon  mou 
•?  ifraeir    Thereby  giving  us  to  underftand  that  the 
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power  which  they  exercife  is  derived  from  him.  Of 
this  truth  we  have  elfe where  the  moft  incontrovertible 
evidence  : — "  On  whom  you  will  fee  the  fpirit  def- 
H  cending  and  remaining  on  him,  this  is  he,  who  bap- 
"  tifes  in  the  Holy  Ghoft.  I  faw  and  I  have  attefted 
u  that  he  is  the  Son  of  God." — John  i.  33. 

46  After  thefe  things  Jefus  came  with  hjsdifciples  to 
"  the  land  of  Judea,  and  he  abode  there  with  them 

*  and  baptized  "+~John  iii.  22. 

Here  the  Evangelift  fays  exprefily  that  Jefus  bapti- 
fed  ;  in  the  next  chapter,  he  favs  i — •*  When  therefore 
"  the  Lord  knew  that  the  Pharifees  had  heard  that  Je- 

fus  makes  and  baptizes  more  difciples  than  John, 
"  though  Jefus  himfelf  did  not  baptife  but  his  difciples 

*  did.'9 — John  iv.  I.  'Tis  therefore  manifeft  that  Je- 
fus himfelf  administered  this  facrament  by  the  hands  of 
his  minifters;  and  equally  manifefl  that  he  conti- 
nues to  teach  and  adminifter  the  Sacraments  in  his 
Church  by  his  minifters  to  the  prefent  d/iy,  and  will 
till  the  con  fu  m  mat  ion  in  ^rtue  of  his  promife  :  go 
44  teach  all  naiions  baptifing  them  in  the  name  of  the 
"  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghoft ;  and 
"  heboid  I  am  with  you  all  days  till  the  confumma- 
"  tion  of  the  age." — Matt.  ult. 

Every  man,  who  reads  the  Scriptures  muft  know, 
that  whenever  God  lays  by  himfelf  or  by  his  prophets, 
that  he  will  be  with  any  perfon,  the  fuccels  of  the  un- 
dertaking however  arduous,  though  lurpaffing  the 
power  ot  men  and  Angels,  is  notwithstanding  infallibly 
certain.  Thus  for  initance,  when  God  ordered  Mofes 
to  go  to  Pharaoh  and  bring  up  his  people  from  Egypt, 
Mofes,  to  whom  fuch  an  undertaking  feemed  abfolutely 
impoffible,  replied  :  who  am  I  to  go  to  Pharaoh?  Eiod. 
iii.  12.    The  Lord  to  allure  him,  anfwered:  "  I  will 

*  be  with  you."  The  fuccefs  was  infured  by  his  pre- 
fence. 

The  fame  promife  was  made  to  Jofue  and  with  the 
fame  fuccefs ;  **  No  man  will  be  able  to  refift  you  all 

the 
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u  the  days  of  your  life  ;  as  I  was  with  Mofes,  I  will  be 
"  with  you." — Jos.  i.  5. 

A  fimilar  promife  with  equal  fuccefs  was  made  to 
Gideon  :  "  The  Lord  faid  to  him  I  will  be  with  you, 
"  and  you  will  fmite  Madian  as  one  man."  Jud.  vi.  16. 

Though  the  converfion  of  all  nations  be  a  more  ar- 
duous and  difficult  undertaking  than  that  of  Mofes,  Jo- 
fuey  or  Gideon,  'tis  not  too  great  for  Almighty  Power, 
and  the  promife  of  J.  Chrift  to  his  mimfters  is  more  ex- 
preffive :  "  I  am  with  you  all  days  till  the  confumma- 
"  tion  of  the  age :"  he  thus  excludes  the  moft  diftant 
idea  of  an  interruption  in  the  . great  woik  of  the  con- 
verfion of  all  nations  till  the  end  of  time. 

The  Ex.  proceeds  to  fhew  what  no  man  denies  or 
doubts,  that  the  term  Church  may  be  applied  to  any  af- 
lembly, and  is  frequently  in  the  Scriptures  ;  he  might 
have  added  that  it  fbmetimes  fignifies  the  building  in 
which  the  Aflembly  meets — as  we  fay,  St.  Peter  s 
Church — St.  PauVs  Church.  This  would  have  been 
as  much  to  his  purpofe  ;  but,  lays  he,  as  the  term  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  whole  body  of  Chriftians,  the  promife 
of  Chrift  is  not  confined  to  one  fet  of  men  in  exclufion 
of  all  others.  He  had  juft  told  us  that  the  term 
Church  is  applied  to  any  aflembly — immediately 
fliifts  his  ground,  and  confines  it  to  the  whole  body  of 
Chriftians.  Was  that  Church  which  David  called  a 
Church  of  the  wicked  a  part  of  this  new  invented 
Church  ?  "  Sinethi  kahel  mirehim  ;"Ps.  xxvi.  5. — was 
that  tumultuous  aflembly  at  Ephefus,  which  St.  Luke 
three  feveral  times  calls  a  Church  a  part  of  this  new 
Church  ?  Acts  xix.  There  are  Churches  therefore 
which  are  no  parts  nor  portions  of  the  Church  of  J.  C. 
for  thefe,  of  which  David  and  St.  Luke  fpeak  moft 
certainly  were  not.  The  Ex.  juftly  remarks  that  the 
promifes  of  Chrift  are  not  confined  to  one  let  of  men 
in  exclufion  of  all  others,  and  of  courfe  that  all  who 
vvifh  to  partake  of  the  inheritance  of  Chrift  muft  be- 
come members  of  that  Church :  for  he  will  fhare  his 
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inheritance  but  with  his  children.  The  prosnifes  of 
J.  Chrift  are  confined  to  that  fociety,  which  he  himfelf 
founded,  which  he  called  his  own  Church,  in  excluflou 
of  all  other  Churches;  againft  which  he  laid  the 
powers  of  hell  would  not  prevail.  From  this  Church 
none  are  excluded  who  fincerely  delire  to  become 
members  of  it ;  and  confequently  none  are  excluded 
from  the  promifes  of  Chrift,  but  thefe  who  exclude 
themfelves. 

The  Saviour  did  not  fay  in  general,  "  I  will  found 
a  Church,"  but  he  faid,  "  I  wilj  found  my  Church," 
u  oikodome/6  rnou  ten  ekklefian"  Matt.  xvi.  He  did 
not  found  many  focieties  differing  from  each  other  in 
articles  of  faith  and  terms  of  communion;  he  founded 
but  07ie,  in  which  one  and  the  fame  faith  is  believed 
and  profefTed  :  "  one  Lord,  one  faith"  faid  St.  Paul  to 
the  Ephefians :  Eph.  iv.  5. — and  in  his  fecond  to  the 
Corinthians,  he  fays:  "  having  the  fame  fpirit  of 
"  faith,"  2  Cor.  iv.  13.  To  this  one  fociety  or  Church 
the  Saviour  added  daily  thefe  who  were  to  be  faved, 
u  fozomenons"  in  that  one  fociety  he  teaches  and  ad- 
minifters  the  facraments  by  the  miniftry  of  thefe-  Pal- 
tors  whom  he  has  given  for  the  perfection  of  the  faints, 
and  to  it  he  will  add  thofe  who  are  to  be  faved  till  the 
confummation. 

All  focieties  founded  by  others  at  different  times  are 
neither  parts  nor  portions  of  this  one  fociety,  founded 
by  J.  Chrift  : — J.  Chrift  is  a  God  of  truth  :  he  does  not 
teach  contradictions.  Of  all  focieties,  whofe  tenetsand 
terms  of  communion  contradict  each  other,  J.  Chrift 
can  have  founded  but  one :  one  only  and  exclufivelv 
believes  the  true  faith :  for  truth  is  firnple  and  iudivi- 
fible  contains  no  mixture  of  fallehood,  all  the  others 
are  not  taught  by  J.  Chrift,  for  he  teaches  no  falfe- 
hood  :  they  do  not  profefs  the  religion  taught  by  [. 
Chrift:  for  he  taught  nothing  but  truth,  and  in  his  doc- 
trine  there  is  no  mixture  of  error. 

That  the  promifes  of  Chrift  do  not  extend  to  focie- 
ties 
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tics  of  Chriftians'  profeffing  a  doclrine  not  taught  by 
Chrift,  we  know  from  St.  Paid:  the  Galatians  to 
whom  his  Epiftle  is  acldrelTed  were  Chriftians,  taking 
the  term  in  a  certain  latitude:  they  believed  in  J. 
Chrift,  but  they  were  alfo  taught  to  believe  by  fomc 
reformers  that  the  ceremonies  of  the  Jewifh  law  obli- 
ged in  the  Chriftian  difpenfation.    Againft  this  error 
the  Apoftle  reafons  in  his  Epiftle:   "  i  wonder,"  fays 
he,  "  that  you  are  fo  loon  transferred  from  him  who 
"  called  you  in  the  grace  of  J.  Chrift  to  another  Gof- 
pel/'  Gal.  i.  6".    The  Apoftle  therefore  thought  that 
to  believe  this  error  was  an  abfolute  defertion  of  J.  C. 
'twas  J.  C.  who  called  them  to  his  Church  by  the 
grace  of  faith,  and  by  error  they  are  transferred  from 
him.    To  juftify  the  Gofpel,  which  hehimfelf  taught, 
the  Apoftle  fays  :  "  I  did  not  receive  it  from  man,  nor 
"  learn  it  but  by  the  revelation  of  J.  ChrifW- ibidem. 
In  the  next  chapter  he  fays :  "  Behold,  I  Paul  fay  im- 
"  to  you,  that  if  you  be  circumcifed  Chrift  will  profit 

"  you  nothing  you  ran  well,  who  hindered 

"  you  from  obeying  the  truth  ?  this  perfuafion  is  not 
u  from  him,  who  called  you,  a  little  leaven  corrupts  the 
4S  whole  mafs." — v.  2. 

The  Apoftle  in  the  whole  of  his  letter  not  only 
teaches  but  invincibly  demonftrates  that  error  corrupts 
faith,  and  feparates  from  J.  Chrift. 

The  Ex.  admits  that  in  virtue  of  Chrift's  promife 
Satan  would  never  be  able  to  extirpate  the  Chriftian 
religion  from  the  world.  It  has  been  already  remark- 
ed that  J.  Chrift  did  not  fpeak  of  different  focieties  or 
denominations  of  Chriftians,  but  of  that  one  fociety9 
which  he  himfelf  formed,  in  which  he  teaches  ;  from 
that  fociety  Chriftianity  never  will  be  extirpated.  In 
other  focieties  fome  fragments  of  Chriftianity  may,  or 
may  not  continue  :  Chrift  has  promifed  them  nothing, 
they  have  nothing  to  expecl:  from  him.  Does  the  Ex, 
imagine  that  Chriftianity  is  a  compofition  of  truth  and 
falfehood  ?  Does  he  pretend  to  unite  light  with  dark- 
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nefs  ?  by  Chriftianity  we  underftand  that  plan  of  reli- 
gion taught  by  J.  Chrift  to  his  Apoftles,  and  by  their 
miniftry  made  known  to  the  world.  In  it's  Ipe- 
culative  doctrines  there  is  nothing  but  truth  ;  in  its 
moral  maxims  there  is  nothing  corrupt  or  impure: — • 
Let  the  reader  attend  to  the  order  which  he  intimated 
to  his  Apoftles  when  he  fent  them  to  inftru6t  and 
fanclify  the  world ;  in  it  as  in  a  mirror  he  may  con- 
template the  whole  of  the  Chriftian  difpenfation  :  "  all 
"  power  in  heaven  and  on  earth  is  given  to  me  :  go  ye 
"  therefore  and  teach  all  nations."  What  were  they 
ordered  to  teach?  hear  what  follows:  "  teaching 
"  them  to  obferve  all  things  whatfoever,  which  1  have 
u  commanded  you." — Matt.  ult.  But  how  were  the 
Apoftles  to  remember  all  the  things  which  he  had 
taught  them  during  the  fpace  of  three  or  four  years 
which  they  had  palled  in  his  company  ?  he  had  told 
them,  "  the  Paraclete,  the  Holy  Ghoft,  whom  the 
"  father  will  fend  in  my  name,  he  will  teach  you  all 
"  things  and  remind  you  of  all  the  things  which  I  have 
laid  to  you." — -John  xvi.  26. — and  to  this  promife  he 
adds :  "  Behold  I  am  with  you  all  days  till  the  con- 
"  fummation  of  the  age."  This  then  is  Chriftianity  : 
what  J.  Chrift  taught  his  Apoftles  ;  in  it  there  is  no- 
thing falfe,  nothing  impure;  this  is  the  Chriftianity 
which  will  fubfift  till  the  end  of  time  in  that  Church 
which  was  built  on  the  Rock ;  inftruded  by  the  wif- 
dom  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  fanfiified  by  the  prefence  of 
J.  Chrift,  protected  by  his  Almighty  power  it  will  for- 
ever refift  the  united  efforts  of  earth  and  hell. 

The  Ex.  concludes  this  his  vith.  Propofition,  by 
faying,  "  that  as  J.  Chrift  did  not  treat  Peter  with 
"  any  peculiar  marks  of  attention,  of  employ  him  in 
"  any  authoritative  office  it  does  not  feem  that  Chrift 
"  himfelf  underftood  his  words  as  conveying  iuch  an 
"  authority."  Would  the  Ex.  inform  us,  by  what 
form  of  words  Chrift  could  convey  fuch  an  authority 
if  he  intended  it  ?  we  plain  men  know  no  words  more 

X  cxpreffive, 


*xpreffivc,  or  more  to  the  purpofe  than  thefe  :  "  Feed 
f  my  lambs,  feed  my  fheep :  that  the  Saviour  did  not  un» 
derftand  his  own  words  to  convey  any  authority  if  fome- 
thing  worle  thon  nonfenfc :  'tis  blafphemy.  Does  the 
Ex.  believe  the  Evangelifr,  when  he  lays  that  by  him 
all  things  were  made  ?  can  he  prevail  on  himfelf  to  be- 
lieve that  to  feed  Chrift's  flock  is  an  authoritative  com- 
million?  if  he  induces  any  other  man  to  believe  that 
*twas  not,  that  man  muft  be  fond  of  delufion. 

Whilft  the  Saviour  yifible  and  in  his  mortal  ftate  fed 
his  flock  in  perfon,  'twas  not  neceflary  to  employ  Peter 
or  any  other  of  his  difcipies ;  but  when  he  withdrew 
his  vifiblc  prefence  from  his  flock,  the  greateft  mark 
pf  attention  was  to  entruft  them  to  Peter  s  care. 

In  his  viith.  Propofition  the  Ex.  fays,  "  that  in  Peter  $ 

fpeeches  and  letters,,  he  affumed  no  pre-eminence 
"  which  would  have  given  additional  weight  to  his 
*c  precepts  and  exhortations."  'Tis  matter  of  forprifc 
that  this  Ex.  does  not  fee  a  vifibje  contradiction  in  his 
own  words :  to  give  precepts  and  exhortations  is  it  not 
to  afTume  au  authority?  'tis  irkfome  to  reafon  with  a 
man  who  does  not  upderftand  himfelf.  Peter  pracliled 
that  modefty  which  he  every  where  inculcates  ;  he 
ftyled  himfelf  an  Apoftle  of  J.  Chrift ;  his  miracles 
authorized  the  quality  vyhich  he  affumed,  and  the  doc- 
trine which  he  taught.  If  the  Ex.  had  read  the  fif- 
teenth chapter  of  the  A6ts,  he  would  have  found  that 
Veter  did  aflert  his  fupremacy  in  the  firft  Council :  he 
told  the  Apoftles  there  prefent,  "  that  they  knew  that 
*.*  in  former  days  God  had  made  choice  of  him  amongft 

trjems  that  by  his  mouth  the  nations  fhould  hear  the 
V  faith  and  believe. 

In  his  next  Propofition,  the  Ex.  acutely  as  he 
thinks,  remarks  that  St.  Matthew  is  the  only  one  of  the 
JSvangelifts  who  mention  this  promife  made  by  Chrift 
to  Peter  ;  that  St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  relate  the  fame 
|toiy,  totally  omitting  that  palTage.  Does  he  infinuatc 
$hat  St.  Matthew  advanced  a  fallehood  ?  px  that  though 
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thrift  did  actually  {peak  thefe  words  they  convey  no 
idea  ?  that  the  words  of  J.  Chrift  are  mere  empty 
founds  ?  he  alfo  remarks  that  St.  John  is  the  only 
Evangelift,  who  relates  thefe  words  of  Chrift  to  Peter  % 
"  feed  my  lambs,  feed  my  ftieep,"  is  not  the  teftimony 
of  St.  John  fufficient  for  any  man  who  believes  the 
Scriptures  infallible?  were  not  the  other  Apoftles  pre- 
fentwhen  thefe  words  were  fpoken?  does  the  Ex. 
know  the  doctrine,  which  the  Apoftles  taught  better 
than  the  Churches  which  were  formed  and  inftrudled 
by  them  ?  there  are  but  few  of  the  Apoftles,  who 
wrote  any  thing;  their  inftruclions  were  by  oral  tradi- 
tion, and  thefe  we  know  by  the  teftimony  and  from 
the  invariable  practice  of  the  Churches  where  thejf 
preached,  and  in  which  their  inftruclions  were  given. 

The  Ex.  thinks  he  finds  fome  reafon  to  fufpeel  St. 
Matthew's  and  St.  Johns  account  in  the  fiience  of  th$ 
other  Evangelifts.  The  omiflion,  he  fays,  proves  that 
the  Evangelifts  considered  them  as  of  little  confe- 
quence.  What !  is  the  fiience  of  one  Evangelift  fuffi- 
cient to  invalidate  the  pofitive  afTertion  of  the  other  ? 
by  this  mode  of  reafoning  we  mall  conclude  that  Mat- 
them  did  not  think  the  circumcifion  of  J.  Chrift  a  mat- 
ter of  confequence :  he  omits  it ;  that  Mark  did  not 
think  the  prefentation  in  the  temple  of  any  confe- 
quence ;  though  the  Catholic  Church  celebrates  a  lo~ 
lemn  feftival  in  commemoration  of  thefe  mvfteries  ; 
that  St.  Luke  thought  the  appearance  of  the  ftar  in  the 
caft  trifling,  and  that  St.  John  confiderered  the  birth  of 
J.  Chrift  of  a  Virgin  a  trifling  circumftance,  does  the 
Ex.  imagine  that  thefe  truths  of  religion  were  not 
taught  by  thefe  Evangelifts  as  well  as  by  the  other 
Apoftles,  though  omitted  in  their  Gofpek.  '  The  caufe 
muft  be  totally  defencelefs,  which  has  recourfe  to  fuch 
artifices ;  they  can  hardly  impofe  on  ignorance ;  they 
don't  even  form  the  ftiadow  of  an  argument. 

"  If,"  fays  our  Ex.  "  the  Chriftian  Church  ever 
*  flood  in  need  of  a  fpiritua]  and  infallible  guide,  and 
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"  infallible  ruler,  'twas  in  the  diftrefling  times  imme- 
"  diately  after  the  death  of  Chrift;  and  we  might  have 
•*  expeded  to  have  feen  Peter  fupplying  the  place  of 
"  his  deceafed  mafter,  and  directing  his  ardent  zeal  to 
"  the  exercife  of  his  deputed  authority." — p.  69.  No- 
thing like  it  appears. 

This  is  the  moft  extraordinary  pafTage  which  the 
Writer  has  yet  feen  penned  by  any  man,  who  calls  him- 
felf  a  Chriftian.    The  Ex.  not  only  denies  the  infalli- 
bility of  Peter,  which  he  ignorantly  confounds  with  his 
fpiritual  authority,  but  alio  the  infallibility  of  all  the 
Apoftles,  and  thereby  at  one  ftroke  ruins  the  infallible 
authority  of  the  whole  New  Teftament :  for  if  the 
Apoftles  were  not  infallible,  the  New  Teftament  may 
or  may  not  be  true  :  'twas  written  by  them  or  their 
immediate  difciples  ;  but  it  moft  certainly  is  not  infal- 
lible if  they  were  not  fo.    To  this  firft  impiety,  a  yet 
greater  is  added  :  the  Redeemer  is  introduced  as  a  dead 
man — his  deceafed  mafier.    It  feems  this  Revd.  Ex. 
does  not  believe  the  refurrefrion  of  J.  Chrift — we 
Chriftians  do.    'Twas  after  his  refurreclion  that  he  au- 
thorifed  Peter  to  feed  his  flock — -fee  tkexxu  of  John. — 
He  was  not  then  a  deceafed  Mafier ,  but  a  living  Lord 
in  his  immortal  ftate. 

The  Ex.  does  not  feem  to  have  read  the  A  els  of  the 
Apoftles  :  was  it  not  Peter  who  direcled  the  Apoftles 
to  proceed  to  the  election  of  Matthias  ?  his  fpeech  up- 
on the  occafion  is  given  in  the  firft  chapter.  'Tis  true 
Peter  did  not  conftitute  Matthias  independently  ;  as  all 
the  Apoftles  were  chofen  by  J.  Chrift  immediately,  St. 
Peter  did  not  think  proper  to  deprive  him,  who  was 
to  be  of  the  number,  of  that  privilege.  Hence  the 
choice  of  a  fubftitute  to  Judas  the  traitor  was  referred 
to  j.  Chrift  : — "  Thou,  O  Lord,  who  art  the  fearcher 
"  of  hearts  fhew  one  of  thefe  two,  whom  thou  haft 
"  chofen."    Acts  i.  24. 

The  Deacons  were  required  by  the  Apoftles:  'tis 
preiumed  they  did  not  all  fpeak  at  the  fame  inftant : 
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order  was  eftabliihed  amongft  them,  not  confufion. 
The  Deacons,  though  elected  by  the  people,  were  or- 
dained by  the  Apoftles.  St.  Luke  does  not  fpecify  by 
whom;  'tis  enough  for  us  to  know  that  the  inftitutiou 
is  of  divine  authority  ;  that  their  fpiritual  powers  were 
conferred  not  by  the  election  of  the  people,  but  by  the 
impoiition  of  hands  ;  or  as  we  term  it,  the  ordination 
of  the  Apoftles :  "  Praying  they  impofed  hands  on 
"  them."   Acts  vi.  6. 

The  Apoftles  invariably  fpeak  of  Pete?'  in  the  firft 
place,  and  introduce  him  fpeaking  upon  every  public 
occafion.  If  the  Ex.  has  not  feen  it  'tis  becaufe  he  has 
not  read  the  New  Teftament  attentively,  if  at  all — he 
has  consequently  that  part  of  his  faith  as  yet  to  look 
for. 

Peter •,  lays  the  Ex.  p.  70,  was  fent  by  the  other 
Apoftles  to  Samaria,  toinftrud  the  new  Converts:  he 
thence  concludes  that  Peter  had  no  authority  over 
them. 

If  being  fent  argues  inferiority,  Peter  was  therefore 
inferior  to  the  others  ;  confequently  there  was  lbme  pre- 
eminence eftablifhed  amongft  them.  In  error  there  is 
nothing  confiftent.  In  like  manner  we  muft  conclude 
that  Phineas  the  High  Prieft  was  inferior  to  the  people 
who  lent  him  lo  the  children  of  Ruben  and  Gad. — Jos. 
xxii.  13.  Peter  and  John  were  fent  amicably  by  the 
brethren,  not  authoritatively — as  was  the  High  Prieft 
Phineas :  no  Apoftle  ever  pretended  to  be  Veters  fu- 
perior. 

The  Ex.  miftakes  the  objed  of  their  mifiion — 'twas 
not  to  inftruft  the  new  converts  :  they  had  been  previ- 
oufly  inftru&ed  and  baptized  by  St.  Philip,  the  Deacon; 
'twas  to  adminifter  to  them  the  facrament  of  confir- 
mation, a  facrament  which  the  Deacon  could  not  ad- 
minifter, that  they  might  receive  the  plenitude  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft,  to  enable  them  to  refift  the  violence  of 
perfecution  :  we  read  in  the  viii.  Chapter  of  the  Acrs, 
that  they  were  baptifed,  but,  had  not  yet  received  the 
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Holy  Ghoft,  that  is  that  plenitude  of  grace,  Which  is 
neceffary  to  enable  the  faithful  to  profefs  their  faith 
in  times  of  perfecutiori.  That  by  baptifm  they  had 
received  the  Holy  Ghoft,  or  if  you  will  the  grace  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft  to  the  cleanfing  them  from  fin  is  manifeft 
from  St^  Peter  s  words,  "  Repent,  and  let  each  of  you 
"  be  baptifed  in  the  name  of  J.  Chrift  to  the  remiffion 
u  of  fins."  Hence  in  the  viii.  chapter  we  do  not  read 
of  any  inftru&ion  given  to  thefc  new  converts  by  Peter 
and  John,  "  they  prayed  for  them  that  they  might  re- 
"  ceive  the  Holy  Ghoft  then  they  impofed 

"  hands  on  them,  and  they  received  the  Holy  Ghoft.'* 
Acts  viii.  15,  17. 

Thecontroverfy  in  the  Council  of  Jerufalern,  Acts 
xv.  lays  the  Ex.  was  difcuffed  by  the  Apoftles  and  el- 
ders, and  decided  by  them,/>.  70.  If  he  had  faid  that 
Peters  decifion  had  been  adopted  by  the  Council,  he 
would  have  told  us  what  is  there  related.  That  con- 
troverfy  might  have  been  infallibly  decided  by  any  one 
of  the  Apoftles  ;  but  the  Holy  Ghoft  to  whom  the  de- 
cifion is  there  aicribed,  affembled  this  firft  Council  as  2t 
precedent  to  future  ages,  and  an  effectual  means  of  de- 
ciding all  controverfies  till,  the  end  of  time ;  a  prece* 
dent  which  the  Catholic  Church  has  invariably  fol- 
lowed; 

The  Ex.  feems  to  lay  great  ftrefs  on  the  term  Elder, 
which  in  our  language  fignifies  a  man  ftricken  in  years: 
'tis  the  comparative  of  old ;  he  thereby  mifleads  the 
unlearned,  teaching  them  to  believe  that  all  the  old  mer* 
of  the  Church  were  confulted  on  thefe  occafions. 
Why  not  tell  his  readers  that  the  Greek  term  prejhutc* 
ros,  which  he  tranflates  elder,  bears  a  different  fignifi- 
cation  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  well  as  in  the  wri- 
tings of  all  the  Greek  fathers ;  that  it  fignifies  a  clergy- 
man whether  he  be  old  or  young.  The  Ex.  quotes  the 
xiv.  chapter  of  the  Acts,  in  which  'tis  faid  that  "  El- 
"  ders  were  appointed  in  every  Church."  He  muft 
be  fond  of  deception  whom  this  verfion  deceives  :  Age 
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makes  an  elder,  he  is  conftituted  an  old  man  by  length 
of  days,  not  by  men.  St  Luke,  author  of  the  Ads  of 
the  Apoftles,  relates  in  the  mod  intelligible  language 
the  ordination  of  priefts  by  the  Apoftles  Paul  and 
Barnaby,  without  fpecifying  whether  they  were  old  or 
young  :  "  they  returned  to  Lyftra  and  Iconium 
"  confirming  the  fouls  of  the  faithful,  exhorting  them 
K  to  perfevere  in  the  faith,  and  that  'tis  through  many 
"  tribulations  they  muft  enter  into  the  kingdom  of  God, 
**  and  ordaining  priefts  for  them  by  impofitionof  hands 
u  in  each  Church,  C heir  ot  one f antes  de  auto  is  prejbute* 
"  rous  kat  'ekklejian,  praying  with  fafting,  they  (the 
<c  Ap.)  recommended  them  to  the  Lord  in  whom  they 
believed."  Acts  xiv. — Thus  St.  Luke  relates  the 
tranfadion. 

Does  the  impofition  of  hands  make  a  man  old  ? 
does  it  make  him  an  Elder  ?  'tis  a  melancholy  reflec- 
tion to  think  that  fo  many  well  meaning  men  are  du- 
ped by  fuch  artifices :  they  are  referred  to  the  Scrip- 
tures and  mifled  by  falfe  verfions.  That  of  thefe 
priefts  thus  appointed  by  the  Apoftles  many  were  not 
old,  we  know  from  the  beft  authority. 

St.  Timothy,  an  Archbilhop,  ordained  by  St.  Paul, 
and  left  expreflly  by  the  Apoftle  to  conftitute  thefe  El- 
ders, as  the  Ex.  calls  them,  in  the  different  Churches  of* 
the  jurifdiclion  of  JSphefus,  was  himfelf  fo  far  from 
being  an  Elder,  that  the  Apoftle  feared  his  youth 
might  be  a  prejudice  againft  him:  "  Preach  thefe 
"  things  and  teach  them,  let  no  man  contemn  thy 
"  youth."  1  Tim.  iv.  12. — and  in  the  next  chapter  he 
diredh  him  to  give  a  double  retribution  to  thefe  priefts, 
who  worthily  prefide.  Here  we  fee  the  priefts  prefi- 
xing over  their  refpedtive  flocks,  and  Timothy  a  youth, 
or  if  the  Ex.  chufes,  to  call  him  a  young  Elder,  presi- 
ding over  them  all ;  and  not  only  prefiding  but  juridi- 
cally pronouncing :  for  St.  Paul  dire&s  him  not  to  re- 
ceive an  accufation  againft  a  prieft  but  on  the  teftimony 
pf  two  or  three  witneffes ;  ibid.  19.  and  orders  him  not. 
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to  impofe  hands  haftily  on  any  man  ;  22.  'Twas  by 
impofition  of  hands,  not  by  length  of  days  that  priefts 
were  ordained.  'Twas  thus  that  Timothy  himfelf  in 
early  youth  was  ordained  a  prieft  by  St.  'Paul:  "  for 
"  thiscaufe,"  faid  the  Apoftle,  "  1  admonifh  thee  to 
"  rekindle  the  grace  of  God  which  is  in  thee  by  the 
impofition  of  my  hands.  2  Tim.  i.  6".  In  another 
place  he  exhorts  him  not  to  neglecl  the  grace  of  God 
which  was  given  him  by  prophecy  with  the  impofition 
of  hands  of  the  priefthood — 1  Tim.  iv.  14.  'Twas  by 
the  impofition  of  the  Apoftles'  hands  that  the  prieft- 
hood was  conferred  on  Timothy ;  and  by  the  fame  ce- 
remony Timothy  ordained  others,  and  conftituted  them 
priefts  whether  old  or  young,  to  prefide  over  the 
Churches  entrufted  to  their  care.  Hence  St.  Paul 
calls  them  "  proejitotes  prefbuteroi"  prefiding  priefts. 
1  Tim,  v.  1 7 . 

St.  Paul^  fays  the  Ex.  p.  70,  declares  "  that  he  was 
iC  nothing  behind  the  chief  eft  of  the  Apoftles."  If  this 
verfion  be  correct,  it  follows  that  St.  Paul  acknow- 
ledged that  there  was  a  Chief  amongft  the  Apoftles, 
and  not  only  a  Chief  but  one  that  was  Chief  eft.  This 
the  Ex.  denies.  As  the  verfion  is  incorrecl,  the  re- 
mark is  made  to  fhew  how  inconfiftent  this  Ex.  is 
with  himfelf. 

St.  Paul  in  the  paflage  alluded,  did  not  fpeak  a 
word  of  his  own,  or  the  authority  of  any  of  the  Apof- 
tles :  he  related  his  labours  and  fufferings  for  the 
Church,  and  faid  that  he  was  not  in  them  inferior  to 
thofe  who  were  above  meafure  Apoftles  :  "  ouden  gar 
"  after  cf a  ton  uper  lian  ApoftoU'm."    2  Cor.  xii.  11. 

In  the  next  text  by  which  the  Ex.  pietends  that  St. 
Paul  fpoke  of  himfelf  as  upon  an  equality  with  Peter ; 
the  Apoftle  informs  the  Galatians,  that  he  himfelf  was 
called  in  an  extraordinary  manner  by  J.  Chrift  to  be  a 
teacher  of  the  heathen  nations,  Gal.  i.  as  Peter  had 
belides  his  general  charge  of  the  whole  flock  a  particu- 
lar charge  of  the  Jews.    St.  Paul  fays  nothing  of  his 
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own  or  of  Peter  s  authority  in  exprefs  terms,  but  from 
the  whole  of  that  letter  Peter  s  authority  in  matters  of 
faith  is  evidently  deduced  :  St.  Paul  fays,  (Ja/'i.  that 
after  his  conversion  he  did  not  go  to  Jerufalem  to  the 
Apoftles,  who  were  before  him,  for  inftruelion,  becaufe 
he  had  his  gofpel  by  the  revelation  of  J.  Chrift  ;  yet 
three  years  after  he  went  up  to  fee  Pcfer  ;  he  did  not 
fay  that  he  went  up  to  fee  James,  though  James  was 
then  bifhop  of  Jerufalem,  and  St.  Paul  (aw  him  there. 
The  Apofile  therefore  knew  that  Peter  was  fuperior 
to  James,  even  in  the  very  city  over  which  he  prefided 
as  Bifhop.  St.  Chryfoftome^  Patriarch,  of  Conftanti- 
nople  fays,  in  his  laft  Homily  on  the  Gcfpe!  of  St, 
John,  on  thefe  words,  "follow  me:"  "  by  thefe  words 
"  he  mews  his  care  and  friendly  affection  to  him  ;  (P.) 
"  but  if  any  man  afks  why  James  received  the  See  of 
"  Jerufalem,  I  would  anfwer  that  Peter,  the  teacher  of 
"  the  world,  had  conftituted  him." 

Again  the  Apoftle  fays,  Gal.  ii.  "  then  fourteen 
•*  years  after,  I  went  up  again  to  Jerufalem  with  Bar- 
f  ?iaby9  taking  Titus  alfo.  And  I  went  up  according 
"  to  revelation,  and  communicated  to  them  the  gofpel, 
"  which  I  preach  in  the  nations,  but  apart  to  thefe, 
"  who  feem  to  befomething,  leaft  Ifhould  have  run  in 
"  vain;  but  neither  Titus  who  was  with  me  being  a 
"  Greek,  was  compelled  to  be  circumcifed." 

Thus  St.  Paul  juflifies  his  doctrine  by  having  fub- 
mitted  it  to  Peter,  James  and  John,  and  their  approba- 
tion he  exprefTes  by  faying:  "  the  right  hand  of  com- 
"  munion  they  gave  to  me  and  to  Barnaby,  that  we 
"  mould  go  to  the  nations,  and  they  to  the  circ'unici- 
"  (\Q%r—ibid.  9. 

If  St.  Paul  fays  that  the  gofpel  of  the  in-circumci- 
fion,  that  is  of  the  uncircumcifed  nations,  was  commit- 
ted to  him,  and  of  the  circumcifion  or  of  the  Jews  to 
Peter,  he  does  not  intend  to  exclude  the  other  Apoftles 
from  their  fhare  in  the  miniftry;  but  he  tells  the  Ga- 
latians  that  he  had  a  particular  grace  and  vocation  for 
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the  converfion  of  the  heathens,  as  St.  Peter  had  a  par- 
ticular grace  and  vocation  for  the  converfion  of  the 
jews  :  "  for  he  who  wrought  in  Peter  to  the  Apoftle- 
"  £hip  of  the  circumcifion,  wrought  in  me  alio  amongft 
"  the  Gentiles." 

St.  Paul  preached  to  the  Jews  occafionally  :  his  com- 
million  though  chiefly,  was  not  exdufively  confined  to 
the  Gentiles; :  thus  we  read,  "  and  the  Lord  laid  unto 
"  him  :  go  for  this  man  (Pa.)  is  a  veffel  of  election  to 
"6  me,  to  carry  my  name  before  the  Gentiles  and 

Kings,  and  the  children  of  Ifrael." — Acts  ix.  13,  14. 

And  his  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  is  addrefled  to  the 
Jews. 

In  hke  manner  we  know  that  Peter  s  miffion  was 
not  confined  to  the  Jews,  though  he  had  a  particular 
grace  for  their  converfion  :  he  himlelf  declared  at  the 
Council  of  Jerufalem,  "  that  the  Apoftles  knew  'twas 
"  by  his  mouth  the  heathen  nations  were  to  hear  the 
"  word  of  God  and  believe." — Acts  xv. 

And  in  the  fir  ft  chapter  of  the  Acts  the  Saviour  lays 
to  his  Apoftles,  of  whom  Peter  was  one :  "  you  will 
"  be  my  witneftes  in  Jerufalem  and  in  all  Judea,  and 
"  Samaria,  and  to  the  extremities  of  the  earth."  Now 
'tis  manifeft  that  Peter  s  particular  charge  was  more 
honorable  than  Paul's — becaufe  in  it  Paul  himfelf  and 
all  the  other  Apoftles  are  included  ;  becaufe  'twas  the 
particular  charge  of  J.  Chrift  himlelf :  "  I  am  not  fent 
"  faid  the  Saviour,  but  to  the  fheep  which  peiifhed  of 
44  the  houfe  of  Ifrael."  And  St.  Paul  to  the  Romans, 
fays  in  exprefs  terms,  that  Chrift  zaas  theminifter  of  the 
cirdkmcijion. — Rom,  xv.  In  the  fame  epiftle  he  com- 
pares the  believing  Jews  to  the  olive  tree,  and  the  be- 
lieving Gentiles  to  the  wild  olive,  which  was  engrafted 
on  the  flock  :  ibid.  xi.  To  fhew  the  lliperiority  of  the 
Jews  fpeaking  to  the  Gentiles,  he  fays  :  — "  Boaft  not 
"  againft  the  branches  ;  but  if  thou  boaft,  'tis  not  thou 
"  that  beared  the  root,  but  the  root  thee," — ii.  18. 

/fence  'tis  man  if. -ft  that  St.  Paul  considered  Peter  as 
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his  fuperior,  and  fuperior  to  the  Apoftles,  of  this  there 
can  be  doubt,  becauie  he  fays  that  the  Gofpel  of  the 
circumcifion  was  committed  to  Peter,  of  which  he 
fays  that  J.  Chrift  was  himfelf  the  minifter,  and  thov 
all  the  Apoftles  were  fent  immediately  by  j.  Chrift,  as 
was  St  Paul  himfelf,  he  does  not  afcribe  this  miniftry 
to  any  one  of  them.  Why  fo  ?  becaufe  both  he  and 
they  were  of  the  circumcifion,  and  consequently  of  St, 
Peter  s  flock,  to  whom  the  miniftry  of  the  circumcifion 
was  committed  ;  fo  well  affured  was  he  that  Peter  had 
been  ordered  to  feed  the  whole  flock  ;  that  he  had. been 
ordered  to  confirm  his  brethren. 

The  Ex.  comes  at  length  to  what  he  calls  decifive 
evidence  again  ft  Peter  s  infallibility.  It  has  been  re- 
marked more  than  once  that  if  the  Ex'rs.  reafbn  be 
conclufive,  the  Chriftian  religion  is  a  mere  illufion. 
What  he  calls  decifive  evidence  againft  Peter  s  infalli- 
bility, is  decifive  evidence  that  he  himfelf  does  not  be- 
lieve the  New  Teftament  infallible.  In  it  we  find  two 
of  Peter  s  Epiftles  which  are  ftript  of  infallibility  by 
this  Revd.  Ex.  If  Peter  was  not  infallible  in  his  doc- 
trine, how  does  he  know  that  Paul  was  infallible  r 
how  does  he  know  that  Matthew,  Mark,  Luke,  and 
John  were  infallible?  was  not  Peter  one  of  the  Apof- 
tles, whom  J.  Chrift  ordered  to  teach  all  nations,  pro- 
mifino;  that  he  himfelf  would  be  with  him  ?  what  inhe- 
rent  quality  or  privilege  had  the  other  Apoftles  which 
infured  their  doftrine  againft  error,  to  which  Peter  had 
no  claim?  and  if  all  the  Apoftles  were  fubjeel  to  error 
what  are  we  to  think  of  the  New  Teftament  ?  this 
may  account  for  that  new  rule  of  faith  of  our 
Ex'rs.  invention,  that  is  cuprite,  jancy,  prejudice. 
What  a  fubftitute  to  the  infpired  writings  !  this  is  one 
of  thefe  irrefiftible  ftrokes  of  eloquence  which  have 
enchanted  his  admirer,  Mr.  Cochran.  Fortunately  for 
us  Chriftians  his  accufation  againft  Peter  is  fjrred  in 
nis  own  imagination,  or  in  the  work-lhop  of  his  power- 
ful Ally:  'tis  not  founded  on  St.  P 'aid's  authority, 

Y  2  whiim 
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whom  he  grofsly  mifreprefents  :  St.  Paul  accufes  Pe- 
te)1 of  an  error  in  conduct,  not  in  faith;  of  an  injudici- 
ous, perhaps  indifcreet  temporizing  which  might  have 
been  productive  of  bad  confequences,  not  of  teaching 
ft  lie  doctrine.  The  Ex.  gives  the  whole  paffage  to 
which  he  affixes  an  imaginary  fenfe,  a  fenfe  not  inten- 
ded by  St,  Paul,  and,  which  his  words  cannot  bear. 
1  he  Writer  begs  leave  to  give  the  paffage  alfo,  and  at 
the  fame  time  to  correct  the  Ex'rs.  interpretation: 
44  When  Peter  came  to  Antioch,  I,  fays  St.  Paul,  with- 
46  ftood  Iirm  to  the  face,  becaufe  he  was  reprehenfible." 
Gal.  ii.  But  for  what  was  he  reprehenfible  ?  The 
Apoftle  proceeds  to  ftate  the  fault,  "  for,  (fays  he,)  be- 
"  fore  fome  men  came  from  James  he  did  eat  with  the 
a  Gentiles."  For  this,  and  this  only,  Peter  was  repre- 
henfible.  Peter  was  not  in  an  error  as  this  Ex.  pre- 
tends, he  knew  that  the  ceremonial  law  did  not  oblige, 
that  doctrine  he  taught,  publicly  profeffed,  and  authen- 
tically declared  in  the  Council  of  Jerufalem  fome  fhort 
time  time  before:  Jets  xv.  a  But  when  they  were 
"  come  he  withdrew,  and  feparated  himfelf,  fearing 
u  them,  who  were  of  the  circumciiion."  This  then 
is  St.  Peter's  fault,  an  indifcretion  in  conduct,  which 
this  Ex.  has  metamorphofed  into  an  error  in  faith.  St. 
Prtfrknew,  and  fo  did  St.  Paul,  that  the  prejudices  of 
the  Jews  were  deeply  rooted,  he  knew  that,  though  the 
ceremonial  law  did  not  oblige  the  Chriftians,  it  might 
be  praclifed  without  fin  at  that  time.  Hence  we  find 
St.  Paul  hiaifelf,  after  the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Je- 
ruialeiiV,  with  the  advice  and  confent  of  St.  James  and 
the  clergy  Ox  Jerufalem  practicing  the  law  :  "  and  the 

£i  day  following  Paul  went  in  with  us  to  James  

66  thou  feed,  brother,  how  many  thoufands  there  are 
u  arnongft  the  jews,  who  have  believed  and  they  are 
c-  ail  zealous  for  the  law.  Now  they  have  heard  of 
66  thee,  that  thou  teacheft  thofe  Jews,  who  are-  arnongft 
"  trie  Gentiles  to  for  fake  Mofcs^  faying  that  they  ought 
w  not  to  circtmcife  their  children,  nor  to  walk  accor- 
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"  ding  to  the  cuftom  :  what  is  it  therefore  ?  the  multi- 
"  tude  muft  indeed  come  together,  for  they  will  hear 
"  that  thou  art  come.    Do  therefore  this  that  we  fay 
"  unto  thee  :  we  have  four  men  who  have  a  vow  upon 
"  them,  take  thefe  and  purify  thylelf  with  them,  and 
"  beftow  on  them  that  they  may  (have  their  heads,  and 
"  all  will  know  that  thefe  things,  which  they  have 
"  heard  of  thee  are  falfe,  but  that  thou  thyfelf  alfo 
"  walkeft  keeping  the  law.    As  for  thofe  of  the  Gen- 
"  tiles  who  have  believed  we  have  written,  decreeing 
"  that  they  jfhould  refrain  themfelves  from  that  which 
"  has  been  offered  to  idols  and  from  blood,  and  from 
"  things  ftranded  and  from  fornication.    Then  Paul 
"  took  the  men,  and  the  next  day  being  purified  with 
"  them  entered  into  the  temple,  giving  notice  of  the 
"  accomplifhment  of  the  days  of  purification  until  an 
"  offering  fhould  be  offered  for  every  one  of  them." — 
Acts  xxi. 

Some  fhort  time  after  the  Council,  we  find  Paul 
circumcifmg  Timothy  to  avoid  giving  offence  to  the 
Jews. — Acts  xvi.  Was  Paul  alio  in  an  error?  was 
James  and  all  the  CJergy  of  Jerufalem  in  an  error  ? 
were  thefe  many  thoufands  of  believing  Jews,  of  whom 
St.  Luke  fays  :  "  the  multitude  of  the  believers  had 

"  but  one  heart  and  one  foul. — AcU  iv   and 

"  all  things  were  common  to  them."  Were  they  in 
error  refpecting  one  of  the  molt  important  points  of 
the  ChriiHan  religion  ?  all  thefe  not  only  practifed  the 
law,  but  were  zealous  for  the  practice  of  the  law. 
'T would  have  been  an  error  to  believe  that  the  obier- 
vanceof  the  Jewilh  law  obliged  under  the  penalty  of 
fin  ;  but  this  Peter  neither  believed  nor  taught :  he  be- 
lieved and  taught  the  contrary,  fo  did  Paul  and  Jama 
and  all  the  other  Apoftles  ;  though,  to  avoid  giving  of- 
fence to  the  Jews,  they  occasionally  obierved  the  law,  as 
is  manifeft  from  the  palTages  cited  juft  now. 

In  what,  you'll  fay,  was  Peters  conclucl  incorrect? 
was  he  not  perfectly  juftifiable     avoid  giving  offence 

to 
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to  the  Jews  with  whom  he  was  in  a  particular  man- 
ner charged  ?  did  not  Paul  himfelf  in  confideration  of 
their  prejudices  circumcife  his  difciple  Timothy  f  did 
not  James  and  the  other  believing  Jews  zealoufly  ob- 
ferve  the  law  ?  True — yet  there  muft  have  been  fome 
inadvertent  fault  in  his  conduct :  for  St.  Paul  fays  that 
he  was  reprehenfible :  there  were  fome  falfe  teachers, 
who,  to  invalidate  Paul's  authority,  pretended  that  his 
doctrine  was  not  confident  with  Peter  sr  which  was 
well  known  to  be  the  ftandard  of  Chriftian  truth.  Pe- 
ter s  obfervanceof  the  Jewifh  law  might  give  fome  co- 
lour of  truth  to  the  calumny  :  Paul  was  therefore  ftridt- 
3y  correct  in  reprehending  Peter  s  conduct  publicly. 
This  argues  no  fuperiority  in.  Paul:  'twas  an  act  of 
fraternal  correction,  not  of  authority,  an  act  which  all 
fubordinate  PaiTots  have  a  right  to  exercife  if  they  have 
reafon  to  believe  that  the  inadvertence  or  indiicretion 
of  the  fuperior's  conduct  may  be  prejudicial  to  others. 

St.  Pctei's  modefty  in  receiving  a  contradiction  from 
his  inferior,  without  offering  any  reply  in  juftification, 
or  even  in  extenuation  of  a  fault  with  which  he  was 
publicly  charged,  fhews  that  he  practifed  the  do£trine, 
which  he  taught:  if  Peter  had  been  pofleffed  with  that 
domineering  fpirit,  which  he  condemns  in  others,  he 
might  have  left  us  a  fpecimen  of  affuming  arrogance, 
inftead  of  that  apoftolical  meeknefs  which  appears  in 
all  his  words  and  actions,  and  was  eminently  confpi- 
cuous  in  the  tranfaftion  which  St.  Paul  relates :  for 
'tis  yet  undecided  whether  his  conduct  was  in  itfelf  in- 
correct, though  confidering  the  calumny  which  it 
might  indirectly  countenance,  St.  Paul  was  perfectly 
correct  in  cenfu.rlng  it ;  and  'twas  with  refpect  to  the 
situation  in  which  Paul  vi  as  placed,  and  the  impedi- 
ments, which  calumny  might  give  his  miniftry,  repre- 
henfible.    We  don't  pretend  tojuftify  every  act  of  P*- 
{er  s  l'ifc  ;  that  infallibility  which  we  claim  for  him  as 
an  Apoftle  of  J.  Chriir,  and  that  fuperintendance  of  the 
floefe  whi^h  was  'committed  to  him  by  his  mafter,  does 

not 
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not  argue  an  exemption  from  venial  faults:  Peter  was 
one  of  thofe  men,  whom  the  Saviour  taught  to  fay, 
"forgive  us  our  trefpajfes  one  of  thefe  of  whom  St. 
John  fays  :  44  if  we  fay  we  have  no  fin,  we  deceive  our- 
"  felves,  and  the  truth  is  not  in  us.'4  The  Saviour 
had  prayed  for  Peter  that  his  faith  mould  not  eeafe. — 
Luke  xxii.  3L2.  He  did  not  exempt  him  from  every 
weaknefs  incident  to  human  nature. 

Mofes  himfelf,  though  highly  favoured,  was  not  to- 
tally exempt  from  human  frailty  :  witnefs  his  hefitatioii 
at  the  waters  of  Meriba,  which  was  feverely  chaftifed. 

"  This  pafTage,"  fays  the  Ex.  />.  7£2,  "  is  pregnant 
"  with  information ;  it  totally  deftroys  all  idea  of  Pe- 
"  ters  infallibility."  Thus  the  Ex.  affixing  to  a  paf- 
fage  of  St.  Paul  a  fenfe  as  dire&ly  oppofite  to  that  in- 
tended by  the  Apoftle  as  truth  is  to  faliehood,  or  light 
to  darknefs,  attempting  to  invalidate  Peter  s  authority, 
by  direCt  and  neceflary  confequence  invalidates  the  au- 
thority of  the  New  Teftament,  and  fubverts  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion. — What  an  awful  lefTon  is  here  given  to 
the  unlearned,  when  they  who  are  taught  to  believe 
that  the  Scriptures  are  eafily  underfiood,  fee  them  fo 
grofsly  miftaken  by  their  teachers  ? 

The  pafTage  is  pregnant  with  information — true- 
but  this  Ex.  totally  miftakes  it :  for  in  it  we  find  that 
the  Apoftlefhip  of  the  circumcifion,  a  miniftry,  which 
Chrift  himfelf  had  exercifed,  was  entrufted  to  Peter; 
that  Paul  and  all  the  other  Apoftles,  who  were  of  the 
circumcifion,  were  of  his  flock;  to  this  plain  truth 
which  the  Ex.  did  not  fee,  he  fubftitutes  the  ravings  of 
his  own  imagination,  and  obtrudes  them  on  his  rea- 
ders as  the  do&rine  of  St.  Paul. 

The  Ex.  having,  as  he  imagines,  deftroyed  Peter  s 
infallibility,  and  confequently  his  fupremacy.  Though 
infallibility  and  fupremacy  are  totally  unconnected  ;  the 
one  may  llibfift  without  the  other,  as  appears  from 
many  of  the  Prophets  and  Apoftles  who  were  infallible, 
though  rjot  fupreme. — Proceeds  to  fhew  in  his  ixth. 

Propofition, 
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Propofition,  that  there  is  no  certainty  of  Peter's  ever  ha- 
ving been  at  Rome.  To  this  the  Writer  replies  with- 
out fearing  a  contradiction,  that  there  is  as  great  a  cer- 
tainty of  his  having  been  at  Rome,  and  Bp.  of  that  city, 
as  that  he  wrote  his  firft  and  fecond  Epiftle;  that  there 
is  as  great  a  certainty  of  his  having  eftablifhed  his  See  at 
Rome,  as  that  the  Scriptures  are  divinely  infpired  :  for 
we  know  both  the  one  and  the  other  by  the  fame 
means  ;  that  is,  by  the  univerfal  and  uninterrupted  tra- 
dition of  the  Catholic  Church;  the  fame  teftimony, 
which  renders  our  affent  to  this  fundamental  truth  of 
religion,  the  Scriptures  are  divinely  infpired,  infallible, 
renders  it  equally  unerring,  to  this  truth  :  Peter  did 
found  his  See  at  Rome,  and  tranfmitted  his  authority  to 
feed  Ckr iff  s  flock,  to  his  fucceffbr*  For  this  was  an  official 
authority,  not  a  perfonal  quality,  and  official  authority 
is  always  vefted  in  the  lawful  fucceffor,  though  per- 
fonal qualities  or  privileges  are  confined  to  theperfon. 

Doctor  BuWs  concluiion  :  "  it  is  doubtful  whether 
66  St.  Peter  ever  was  at  Rome,55 — only  fhews  how  pre- 
judice and  party  fpirit,  combined  with  intereft,  warp 
the  underftanding ;  and  into  what  grofs  abfurdities 
■every  attempt  to  iupport  error  in  the  face  of  truth,  be- 
trays even  men  of  fenfe. 

"  There  is  not,"  fays  the  Ex./?.  73,  "  one  paffage 
u  in  Scripture  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  St. 
46  Peter  was  Bifhop  of  Rome,  or  even  that  he  had 
"  ever  let  his  loot  in  that  city."  Admitting  the  afler- 
tion  true,  though  it  be  totally  groundlefs  ;  'tis  not  the 
Jefs  certain  that  Peter  was  Bifhop  of  Rome:  for  there 
are  many  truths  of  religion  which  are  not  to  be  found 
in  the  Scriptures,  as  has  been  fhewn  to  demonftration 
more  than  once  already. 

That  Peter  was  at  Rome  is  manifeftly  deduced 
from  the  Scriptures  :  for  his  firft  Epiftle  is  dated  from 
Babylon,  and  that  under  the  name  of  Babylon,  Rome 
was  then  underftood,  we  know  from  the  Scripture  and 
authentic  hiftory  :  St  Jahtii  in  the  Revelations,  fpeaks 
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of  the  city  of  Rome,  under  the  name  of  Babylon,  ma- 
nifeftly:  Rev.  xvii.  he  fays,  'twas  built  on  feven hills, 
and  commanded  the  kings  of  the  earth,  which  defcrip- 
tion  is  applicable  to  no  other  city  in  the  world  but 
Rome  at  that  time :  Babylon  in  Syria  was  then  in 
ruins,  as  Pliny  and  Strabo  inform  us;  and  Babylon  in 
Egypt  was  but  a  fort  or  caftle.  Neither  the  one  or 
fhe  other  Qf  them  commanded  the  Kings  of  the  earth 
as  Rome  did  at  that  time. 

Eufebius,  the  father  of  Church  hiftory  better  infor- 
med than  all  the  modern  fcribblers  in  Europe,  fays  : 
"  Paphias  (one  of  the  Apoftles  difciples)  fays  this,  that 
u  Peter  in  his  firft  Epiftle,  which  he  wrote  from  Rome 
"  remembered  Mark  ;  in  this  Epiftle  he  figuratively 
a  called  Rome  Babylon,  faying  the  Church  elccT:  which 
"  is  in  Babylon  falutes  you  and  my  fon  Mark" 

And  St.  Jerome,  a  man  profoundly  veiled  in  the 
Scriptures,  who  <with  every  advantage  from  nature, 
and  every  external  adventitious  aid,  had  made  them 
the  ftudyofalong  and  laborious  life;  a  man  to  whom 
even  prefumption  would  not  compare  Bifhop  Bull,  in 
his  book  of  illuftrious  men,  fpeaking  of  St.  Mark,  he 
fays:  "  Pe/erinhis  firft  Epiftle,  under  the  name  of 
"  Babylon,  figuratively  fignifies   Rome,  faying  the 
Church  collected  in  Babylon  falutes  you." 
In  the  fame  manner  this  Epiftle  is  explained  by 
Greek  and   Latin  writers,  Oecumeniu",  Bede,  •  &c. 
when  Doctor  Bull  fets  his conjecfure  in  eppofition  to 
the  direct  and  uncontradicted  teftimonv  of  io  many  in- 
telligent men,  who  wrote  whilft  the  fact  was  yet'frefh 
in  the  memory  of  the  world,  one  of  whom  Papias  was 
a  cotemporary  witnefs,  the  Doclor,  in  his  greac  zea:, 
to  render  a  certain  faft  ruinous  to  .the  reformed  iyftem,, 
doubtful,  has  ruined  his  own  credit  for  veracity.  What 
would  the  Ex.  think  of  a  man  who  would  undertake 
•in  defiance  of  all  hiftorians,  to  prove  that  Alexander 
was  never  in  Macedon,orthe  Pr.of  Oran-^  ih  BfigiitttH 

"  The  ^rifcufnftauces  of  Pefer<:  fcavmg  been  at 
*  r7  t> — L_ 
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"  Rome,  (fays  the  Ex.  p.  76\)  are  very  far  from  being 
"  eftablifhed  by  authentic  hiftory." 

The  Ex.  has  been  already  told  that  Peters  having 
cftabliihed  his  See  at  Rome  is  known  from  univerfal, 
uninterrupted,  and  uncontradicted  tradition,  the  mod 
authentic  of  ail  hiftory  ;  becaufe  'tis  by  it  that  we 
know  all  the  revealed  truths  of  religion.  The  Ex. 
feems  to  have  taken  Doctor  Bamiijiers  advice,  to  have 
confulted  the  heathen  philofophers,  and  thence  to  have 
palled  fifteen  centuries  of  the  Chriflian  sera  un- 
noticed. Does  he  know  that  during  that  period 
there  were  many  eminent  writers,  Greek  and  Latin, 
whole  works  are  yet  extant?  the  character  of  credu- 
lity which  he  io  liberally  beftows  on  them  without  ha- 
ving read  a  line  in  their  works,  may  be  applied  with 
great  propriety  to  their  felf-conftituted  confers  :  the 
man  muft  be  credulous  indeed  who  can  prevail  on 
himfelf  to  believe  that  all  thefe  men,  fo  eminent  for 
fcience  and  fanctity,  were  in  error;  and  that  an  Apof- 
tate  monk  in  an  obfeure  corner  in  Saxony,  a  true  ion 
of  Epicurus,  detected  their  errors,  and  re-eftablifhed 
the  truth,  which  they  had  effaced  from  the  world. 

That  Peter  was  at  Rome,  befides  the  uninterrupted 
tradition  of  the  whole  Chriftian  world,  a  fact  of  which 
not  even  a  doubt,  ever  c raffed  a  man's  imagination 
till  Wickfs  days  in  the  year  1377,  we  have  the  written 
teftimony  of  many  unexceptionable  writers.  Papias 

cotemporary,  Ireneus,  born  at  Smyrna,  Bifllop  of 
Lyons,  who  iiiirered  martyrdom  under  Severus,  in  205, 
lays  that  the  Roman  Church  was  founded  bv  Peter 
and  Paul ;  'twas  founded  fir  ft  by  Peter,  and  then  by 
Peter  and  Paul  together.— Ircn.  Lib.  3,  Cap.  3. 

Epiphnenius,  Bifhop  of  SaUemina  in  Cyprus,  a  man 
of  unqueftionable  authority,  fays;  "  the  firft  in  Rome 
"..were  Peter  and  Paul— Pan,  Con.  lleres.  1.7.  . 

C/nyJh/h/m  Patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  acelebiated, 
writer  of  the  fourth  century,  fays:  "  Peter  the  fiflie.- "- 
M  man,  hecauie  he  occupied  the  moil  xoval  city  even 

:  aftef 
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*  after  death,  Amies  brighter  than  the  fun* — in  Ps.  48. 
Paul  Oro]iitS)  &  mod  acute  and  dilcriminating  hifto- 

rian,  praifed'by  St.  Aujiin,  who  was  a  judge  of  hiftory 
if  any  man  ever  was,  fays  :  "  in  the  beginning  of  the 
"  reign  of  Claudius,  Peter  the  Apoftle  of  our  Lord  j. 
"  Chrift  came  to  Rome,  and  taught  by  faithful  word 

*  that  faith  which  is  falutary  to  all,  and  by  the  mod 
"  powerful  virtues  approved  it,  and  from  that  time 
"  Chriftians  began  to  be  at  Rome. — Liv.  7.  Hint. 
Cap.  6. 

The  great  Theodoret,  whole  veracity  was  never  cal- 
led in  queftion,  in  whofe  writings  a  folid  judgment  and 
extenfive  erudition  are  eminently  confpicuous,  lays  : 
u  the  Great  Peter  was  the  fir  ft  who  delivered  to  them 
"  (the  Romans)  the  Evangelical  db&riae." — Com.  in 
Epis.  Ad.  Rom. 

Does  the  Ex.  intend  to  perfuade  us  that  thefe  men 
who  wrote  in  the  third  and  fourth  centuries,  did  not 
know  who  firft  preached  the  Gofpel  at  Rome?  we 
mail  be  told  bve  and  bve,  that  'tis  not  certain  that  Pa- 
trick  was  ever  in  Ireland,  or  Auftin  in  England  ;  that 
Martin  Luther  was  not  the  firft  who  taught  the  refer- 
med  doctrine  in  Wirtemberg.  What  progrefs  thefe 
new-fangled  hiftorians  make  in  fcience?  with  what 
perfpicuity  they  undeceive  the  world  ? 

Perhaps  the  Emperor  THteodoJius  may  have  fome 
weight  with  thefe  critics  :  the  laws  of  the  Empire  were 
public  records,  and  in  them  days  were  believed  authen- 
tic. Thus  we  read  in  the  code  :  "  We  detire  that  ah 
"  the  people,  whom  the  Empire  of  our  clemency  rules, 
"  mould  remain  in  the  religion  which  the  blefTed  Vcter 
"  the  Apoftle  delivered  to  the  Romans." — de  in.  TrinL 
%  fide  Cath.  L.  ad.  Cunctos. 

Were  all  the  lawyers  of  the  Empire,  the  Emperor 
and  the  Senate,  all  the  citizens  of  Rome,  the  inhabi- 
tants of  Italy,  and  the  neighbouring  countries  decei- 
ved ?  did  they  believe  that  Peter  had  taught  the  Ro- 
mans, though  no  fuch  thing  had  happened  ? 

Z  <2  That 


That  Peter  died  in  Rome  is  a  facT:  of  which  there 
cannot  be  a  fhadow  of  a  doubt :  his  fepulchre  is  there, 
his  bones  are  there;  in  no  other  part  of  the  world  was 
it  faid  or  thought  at  any  time  that  he  died.  In  no 
other  part  of  the  world  are  his  bones  preferved  or  fpo- 
ken  of ;  'twas  univerfally  believed  in. the  Eaft  and  in 
the  Weft,  for  1400  years,  when  WicleJ\  an  ignorant 
innovator  pretended  to  doubt  it. 

St.  Ignatius,  who  lived  with  the  Apoftle,  was  fuc- 
celfor  to  Evodius,  who  fucceeded  St.  Peter  in  the  See 
of  Antioch,  when  on  his  way  to  Rome,  where  hefuf- 
fered  martyrdom  in  the  year  107.  Writing  to  the  Ro- 
mans, fays  :  44  1  do  not  as  Peter  and  Paul  command 
"  you  :  they  were  Apoftles :  I  am  an  inconfiderable 
"  perfon."  He  alludes  to  the  martyrdom  of  Peter  and 
Paul,  which  happened  fometime  before,  exprefling  a 
ftrong  defire  that  the  Romans  would  give  no  impedi- 
ment to  his  own  :  a  great  part  of  this  letter  is  recited 
by  St.  Jerome,  in  his  book  of  illuftrious  men,  UJlier 
gives  it  entire, 

Eufehius  relates  that  Dennis  the  Corinthian,  who 
fiourilhed  fome  (hort  time  after  the  Apoftles,  laid  at 
Rome:  "  Peter  and  Paul  were  teaching  at  the  fame 
"  time  in  this  city,  and  were  crowned  with  martyrdom 
44  at  the  fame  time." — Lib.  2.  Hist. 

And  Cauis,  who  flourished  about  50  years  after, 
fays  :  "  I  have  the  trophies  of  the  Apoftles,  which  I 
441  can  Ihew.    If  you  go  the  high  way  which  leads  to 

the  Vatican  or  by  the  way  of  Oftia,  you  will  find 

fixed  trophies  by  which,  placed  on  each  fide,  the  Ro- 

man  Church  is  defended." — Opur.  Eus. 

Eufcbius  in  his  Chronicle  on  the  year  of  Chrift  71, 
lays :  Nero  added  to  all  his  crimes  a  perfecution  againft 
the  Chriftians,  in  which  Peter  and  Paul  died  glorioufly 
44  at  Rome." 

Origenes  in  his  third  Book  oti  Gencfis,  as  cited  by 
Eufehius :  44  Peter  remained  to  the  laft  in  Rome,  and 
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u  was  crucified  with  his  head  downwards,  ^hich  he 
"  himlelf  requefted,  leaft  he  fhould  feem  to  be  equalled 
*l  to  his  raaftef." 

Theodoret,  in  his  letter  to  Pope  Leo,  fays,  "  Rome 
"  has  the  fepulchres  of  the  common  fathers  and  teach- 
"  ers  of  truth,  Peter  and  Paul." 

Chryfo flora,  in  his  32nd  Homily  on  the  Epiftle  to  the 
Romans,  fays:  "  The  Heavens  are  not  more  enlight- 
"  ened,  when  the  Sun  emits  its  rays,  than  the  city  of 
"  the  Romans  diffufling  thefe  two  great  lights  all  over 
46  the  world:  hence  Paul  will  be  carried,  hence  Peter. 
"  Think  and  tremble  :  what  a  fight  will  Rome  behold  ! 
"  Paul  fuddenly  rifing  with  Peter,  and  afcending  to 
**  meet  our  Lord." 

Tertullien  :  "  if  you  be  near  Italy,  you  have  Rome. 
"  Whence  we  have  authority ;  a  happy  Church  to 
"  which  the  Apoftle6  communicated  the  whole  of  their 
"  dodtrine  with  their  blood ;  where  Peter  is  equalled  to 
"  the  paffion  of  our  Lord,  and  Paul  is  crowned  by  the 
"  death  of  John.  (B.)." — Tert.  de.  Pr<e. 

Lactantius,  an  early  and  elegant  writer,  lays : 
"  Chrift  retiring  opened  to  his  difciples  all  future 
**  events,  which  Peter  and  Paid  preached  at  Rome 

u  when  Nero  had  put  them  to  death,  Vefpa- 

"  Jian  extinguished  both  the  name  and  the  nation  of 
€<  the  Jews,  and  effe&ed  all  thefe  things  which  the* 
u  foretold  would  happen." — Lad.  div.  Ins.  Lib.  4. 
Cap.  2h 

St.  Ambrofe,  Bifhop  of  Milan,  a  man  of  ftri£r.  veracity 
and  great  information,  fays,  in  his  oration  againft  Aux 
entius :  "  when  Peter  was  going  out  of  the  city  at 
"  night,  feeing  Chrift  meet  him  in  the  gate,  coming 
"  in,  he  faid:  Lord  whither  doft  thou  go?  to  which 
"  Chrift  replied,  I  am  coming  to  Rome  to  be  again 
"  crucified.    Peter  underftood  the  divine  anfwer  as  re- 

r<  ferring  to  his  crofs  and  being  arrefted  he  ho» 

"  nored  our  Lord  Jefus  by  his  crucifixion." 

St.  Jerome,  a  man  of  the  moft  oonfummate  cruel- 
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tion,  ar.5c?  uiiqueftionable  veracity,  thus  fays,  in  his 
book  of  illuftnous  men:  Simon  Peter  goes  to  Rome  to 
"  fubdue  Simon  the  Magician,  there  he  held  the  facer- 
"  dotal  chair  twenty  five  years  to  the  lafr*  that  is,  to 
u  the  fourteenth  of  Nero,  by  whom  he  was  fixed  to  a 
%c  crofs,  crowned  with  martyrdom,  his  head  towards 
"  the  earth," 

St.  Auftin :  "  Rome  commends  the  merits  of  Peter 
"  and  Paul  in  a  more  folemn  manner,  as  they  both 
"  died  the  fame  day." — Lib  1.  deCon.  Evan.  Cap.  10. 

St.  Maximus  in  his  fifth  fermon  on  the  feftival  of 
the  Apoftles  fays :  "  Peter  and  Paid  fuffered  martyr- 
<£  dom  in  the  city  of  Rome,  which  poflefTes  the  primacy 
"  and  fupremacy,  6  principatum  &  caput,*  of  nations, 
**  that  where  the  chief  feat  of  fuperftition  had  been, 
"  there  the  chief  feat  of  fanclitv  ini^ht  reft." 

Sulpitius,  in  his  fecond  book  of  facred  hiftory,  lays  : 
"  divine  religion  encreafed  in  the  city,  Peter  in  the 
"  epifcopal  chair,  '  Petro  EpiJco]xitu?n  gertnte,  Paul 

"  v/as  foon  after  brought  to  the  city  they  were 

"  both  condemned,  Paul  beheaded  with  a  fword,  and 
"  Peter  railed  on  a  crofs." 

Paul  Orofius  :  "  Nero  tormented  and  put  the  Chrif- 
4<  tians  to  death  in  Rome,  and  endeavoured  to  extirpate 
"  the  very  name.,  he  flew  the  mod  holy  Apofite  of 
w  Chrift,  Peter  and  Paul — Peter  by  the  crofs,  and  Paul 
&i  by  the  fword."— Lib.  l_v.  Hi/. 

En  tropins : — in  Vita  Neronis,  Lib.  7.  "  finally  to 
Ci  all  his  flagitious  crimes  he  added  this.  He  put  the 
holy  apoftles  Peter  and  Paul  to  death." 

The  teflimonies  of  thefe  early  writers  may  be  clofed 
with  that  of  Eufebius  :  "  as  Nero  profeffed  himfelf  an 
"  open  enemy  to  the  deity  and  to  piety,  he  firft  fought 
"  the  death  of  the  Apoftles,  as  they  were  the  leaders 
"  and  ftanflard  bearers  of  the  Chriftian  People ;  Paul 
"  he  beheaded  in  the  city  of  Rome,  Peter  he  condemn- 
"  ned  to  be  hanged  on  a  crofs :  to  feek  a  teftimony  of 
"  this  event  elfewhcre  is  fupej -fiuous  :  imce  the  moft  ce- 
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"  lebrated  and  fplendid  monuments  atteft  the  facl." 
ffi/i.  Lib.  2.  Cap.  25.  _ 

This  celebrated  writer  thought  it  a  moft  ftupid 
thing  to  look  for  other  proofs  of  a  man's  death  whilft 
his  fcpulchre  and  other  monuments  were  known  to  the 
whole  city. 

For  the  entire  fatisfaclion  of  the  Ex.  the  Writer  begs 
leave  to  give  him  the  teftimony  of  three  Proteftant 
writers,  not  taken  from  thele  early  times :  they  were 
not  yet  known. 

Mr.  Whijhn,  in  the  memoirs  of  his  own  life, 
p.  599,  writes  thus  :  "  Mr.  Bower,  with  feme  weak 
"  Prcteftants  before  him,  almoft  pretends  to  deny  that 
"  St.  Peter  was  at  Rome,  concerning  which  matter. 
"  take  my  own  former  words  out  of  my  three  tracts." 
p.  53. 

Mr.  Baratier  proves  riioft  fatisfaclorily,  as  Doctor 
Pearfon  had  done  before  him,  that  Peter  was  at 
Rome  ;  the  former  in  his  chronological  enquiry  of  the 
ancient  Bifhops  of  Rome,  from  Peter  down  to  Victor^ 
and  the  latter  in  a  learned  differtation  now  in  his  poft- 
humous  works :  "  this,  fays  he,  is  fo  clear  in  Chriftian 
"  antiquity  that  'tis  a  fhame  for  a  Proteftant  to  confefs 
"  that  any  Proteitant  ever  denied  it.  This  partial  pro- 
"  cedure  demonftrates  that  Mr.  Bower  has  bv  no  means 
i(  got  clear  of  the  prejudices  of  fome  Proteftants  as  an 
"  impartial  writer  of  hiftory,  which  he  ftrongly  pre- 
"  tends  to  be,  ought  to  do ;  and  he  has  in  this  cafe 
"  greatly  hurt  the  Proteftant  caufe  inftead  of  ferving  it. 

From  the  teftimony  of  thefe  Proteftant  divines  who 
candidly  acknowledge  the  inlincerity  of  Bower,  the 
reader  will  fee  what  credit  is  due  to  his  hiftory  of  the 
lives  of  Popes. 

If  luch  a  writer,  who  beetle  like,  feeds  upon  putrid 
fore 3,  were  to  give  a  hiftory  of  the  prophet  David,  he 
would  have  painted  a  monfter  :  he  would  have  infill- 
ed on  his  perfidy  to  firms,  one  of  his  moft  faithful  of- 
ficers ;  his  inhuman  treatment  of  the  inhabitants  of 


Rabba,  and  all  the  cities  of  the  children  of  Ammon, 
and  thus  expofing,  in  ftrong  colouring,  all  the  faults  of 
this  prince,  and  concealing  all  his  virtues,  pafling  unno- 
ticed the  penitential  tears  and  mortifications  by  which 
he  effaced  his  crimes,  a  Bower,  or  a  Mufgrave  would 
have  taught  an  illiterate  people  to  believe  that  this 
king,  after  God's  own  heart,  was  an  impious  and  in- 
human tyrant.  Thus  the  fimplicity  of  the  uninformed 
is  abufed  by  thefe  envenomed  pens. 

This  fhort  digreffion  may  ferve  as  a  corrective  to 
that  abufe  which  the  Ex.  and  his  learned  Ally, 
Mr.  C.  lavifh  on  Popes.  They  are  the  echoes  of  Bo- 
iver,  a  weak  and  partial  writer,  as  acknowledged  by  his 
friends,  they  might  have  added  a  malignant  writer, 
whodiftorted  every  objecl,  and  painted  it,  not  as  it  was 
in  itfelf,  but  as  it  appeared,  disfigured  by  malevolence 
in  his  own  confufed  imagination. 

That  St.  Peter  not  only  died  in  Rome,  -where  his 
fepulchre  is  yet  to  be  feen  ;  but  that  he  was  Bifhop  of 
that  See  is  manifeft  from  this  fimple  reafon  ; — that  the 
Roman  See  was  always  confidered  as  the  firft  See  in 
the  world  both  by  Greeks  and  Latins :  no  other  rea- 
fon can  be  affigned  why  'twas  thought  the  firft  and 
principal  See,  but  becaufe  'twas  founded  by  Peter. 
The  lame  uncontradicted  tradition  and  unanimous  con- 
fent  of  the  ChrifHan  world,  which  proves  Peter  to 
have  been  at  Rome,  fhews  alfo  that  he  founded  that 
Sec,  and  tranfmitted  his  official  charge  of  feeding  his 
jVIafter's  flock  to  his  fuccellbr  in  office. 

St.  Treneus  gives  a  catalogue  of  the  Bifhops  of 
Rome  down  to  Pope  Elutherius,  his  own  cotemporary 
m  the  year  176.  He  begins  with  Peter  and  Paul,  and 
fays  of  Clement,  that  he  was  third  from  the  Apoftles. — 
Lib.  $v.  >Cap.  3. 

To  pretend  that  Ireneus  did  not  know  who  was  Bi- 
ihop  of  Rome  in  his  own  time,  or  who  were  his  pre- 
Jecef Jors  for  lb  .fhort  a  fpace  as  2  76  years,  is  an  infult  on 
Ae  common  fenfe  of  mankind, 
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Tertultieiiy  in  his  book  of  prefcripticns  reafoning 
againft  feme-  feclaries,  fays :  "  Jet.  them  expofe  the  pr- 
u  der  of  their  Bifhops  by  their  fucceffion,  lb  that  their 
"  firft  Bifhop  has  been  fome  one  of  the  Apoftles  or 
"  Apoftolical  men,  as  the  Church  of  Rome  numbers 
"  Clement  ordained  by  Peter." 

St.  Cyprian  frequently  calls  the  Roman  See  the 
chair  of  St.  Peter:  "  they,"  faid  he  fpeaking  of  fome 
refractory  characters,  "  dare  to  fail  to  the  chair  of  Pe- 
"  ter,  and  to  the  principal  church,  from  which  iace\r- 
"  dotal  unity  arofe  ;  and  to  carry  letters  from  fchifrn- 
"  atics  and  profane  men,  not  confidering  that  they  are 
"  Romans,  to  whom  perfidy  can  have  no  accefs.'"  ^ 

And  in  his  letter  to  Antonianus  he  fays  :  "  Cornelijn 
"  was  made  Bifhop  when  the  place  of  Fabian,  that  is, 
"  when  the  place  of  Peter  and  the  fummit  of  the  facer- 
"  dotal  chair  was  vacant." — Lib.  4.  Epijh  2. 

Eufebius  in  his  Chronicles  of  the  year  6  k  "  Peter 
"by  nation  a  Gallileany  the  firft  pontiff  of ■  Chrif- 
"  tians  when  he  had  firft  founded  the  church  oi-Anti- 
"  ock  went  to  Rome,  where  preaching  the  GofpelSJS 
"  years  he  remained  Bifhop  of  that  "city." 

Thus  the  father  of  Church  hirtory,  the  mod  learned 
man  of  his  age,  and  very  little,  if  at  all  in  fer  ior  to  anv 
man  of  any  age,  exprefslv  fays,  that  Peter  was  the  firft 
or  fupreme  Pontiff  of  Chriftians ;  that  he  remained 
25  years  Bifhop  of  Rome,  and  fpeaks  of  it  as  a  fact 
publicly  and  univerfally  known.  ; 

Epiphanius,  that  celebrated  writer,  in  his  book  of 
herefies,  fpeaking  of  the  herefy  of  Corpocates,  fays  :  "  in 
"  Rome  the  fucceffion  of  Biihops  is  thus,  Peter,,  Paul, 
u  Linus,  Cletus  .  .  .  " 

He  does  not  give  the  fucceffion  of  Bifhops  in  his 
own  See,  the  Archiepifcopal  See  of  Salamina  in  Cy- 
prus, nor  ^  of  the  Patriarchal  See  of  Conftantinople, 
'Tis  enough  for  a  Catholic  Prelate  to  (hew  that  he's 
in  communion  with  the  See  of  Rome,  and  that  the 
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lucecffiorV  m  that  See  datcfc  from  PWefi  t&e  Chief 
Faftor  ofChrift's  flock. 

Aihancjius,  in  his  letter  to  the  A/mics,  fjteakrtng  of 
the  Arians,  fays :  "  they  did  not  fpare- even  LiberiuS 
"  the  Roman  Bifhop,  not  moved  wkh  reverence  that 
"  that  See  is  Apoftolical." 

Dorotheas  in  his  Synopfi's  or  fhort  vie\#  of  the  pro- 
phets and  di-iciples  of  Ch rift,,  fays  ':   *  Linns  was  Bi* 
*  fhop  of  Rome  after  the  great  ledxfor,  4  Qeryph&m^ 
"  Peter.''    This  laft  writer  is  not  always  correct  i  fttf 
is  not  cited  by  Eufcbius  or  St.  J  ere  me.    But  fuch  a" 
public  fail  he  could  not  miftake-.  • 

Soi/omen,  xhz  contimmtor  of  KiifeMtts'9  hiftbi-v*  fays  : 
"  'twas  not  without  Divine  Providence,  thai  When 
"  died,  Liherius  alone  prevlded  over  the  Church 
**  of  Rome,  feaft  the  See  of  Piter  fhould  be  afperfed  by 
"  any  ftain  of  infamy." 

This  writer  can't  be  fufpe£fed  of  flattering  the  See 
of  Rome,  he  was  favourable  to  the  Novatien  ieQarifcS 
as:  appears  from  his  works. 

Opttitus,  in  his  fecondbook  againft  Parfnetiim,  fkyfe : 
"  you  can't  deny  that  you  know  that  in  the  city  of 
"  Rome  the  Epiicopa-1  chair  was  firft  conferred  on 
"  Peter." 

In  the  fame  book  he  enumerates  the-  RorfcatV  Br* 
fhops  from  Peter  down  to  Siriciusy  "  at  this  day.uni* 
ted,"  faid  he,  "  in  our  fraternity,  in  which  the  whofe^ 
u  world  agrees  with  us  joined  in  one  communion.'* 

In  the  fame  work  this  able  writer  gives*  as  diftln- 
guifhing  marks  of  the  Catholic  Church,  its  Unity,  it*1 
lan&ity,  and  the  chair  of  St.  Petei*,  which,  fays  he,  u  is 
"ours,  and  by  this  'tis  plain  that  we  poftefe-its-  othef 
"  prerogatives." 

In  the  third  book  of  this  work  he  reafon^- th^  r 
"  Chrift  faid  to  Peter  ;  to  thee  will  I  give  the  keys  of 
"  the  kingdbm  of  heaven  and  the  gates-  of  hell  fhall 
"  not  prevail  again  ft-  it.  Whence  therefore  do  yoU- 
"  claim  the  keys,  who  with  facrilegious  prefumption 

and 
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H  and  infoleftee  light  againft  the' chair  of  St.  Peter?" 
preffing  his  adveriary  Parmcnian,  Optafus  continues: 
44  you  can't  deuy  that  you  know  that  the  Epifcopal 
44  chair  was  firft  given  to  Peter  in  the  city  of  Rome,  on 
"  which  firft  fat  the  head  of  the  Apoftles,  Peter  ; 
¥  which  chair  was  one,  that  all  others  might  preferve 
u  unity  by  the  union  they  had  with  it ;  and  leaf!:  the. 
44  other  Apoftles  might  ere£t  and  defend  chairs  tq> 
•J*  themfelves,  fo  that  he  now  is  a  fchifmatiq  and  ofFen- 
*  der,  who  fets  up  another  againft  the  only  chair." 

He  then  defenbes  the  origin  and  the  allies  of  the 
Donatifts.    "  as  to  your  party,  (fays  he)  inquire  after 
44  the  origin  of  your  chair."    The  Donatifts  anfwqred 
that  they  had  alio  a  Bifhop  at  Rome,  by  name  Macro* 
biitSy  fucceilor  to  Kuculptus,  who  fucceeded  Boniface 
4>£  Balli,  and  Boniface  was  iucceflbr  to  a Vi&or  Garbi- 
tnjisi  whom  the  Donatifts  had  fent  from  Africa  to 
Rome,  to  prefide  over  their  little  feparate.  Church  in 
that  city.    To  this  Optatus  replies,  44  can  Macrobius 
44  fay  that  he  fits  in  the  chair  of  St.  Pet$r,  which  per- 
44  haps  he  never  law  ?  for  certainly  he  never  went  to 
44  the  fepulchre  of  the  Apoftles,  (that  is,  to  officiate 
44  publicly  in  the  cathedral,)  that  he  might  be  known 
44  to  the  Catholic  world,  as  poftelTed  of  the  Apoftolical 
44  chair.    He  is  difobedient  to  the  command  of  the 
44  Apoftle;  who  would  have  us  communicate  in  the 
«*-  memory  of  the  faints  :  We  fee  the  relics  of  the  two 
44  Apoftles,  Sts.  Peter  and  Paul,  are  in  the  Church  at 
**  Rome.    Tell  me,  1  pray,  if  he  could  offer  in  the 
44  place,  where  thefe  relics  are  kept  ?  Macrobius  your 
44  brother  muft  then  confefs  that  he  is  ieated  in  the 
44  chair  of  Eucotpius,  Bonijace  of  Balli,  and  Vi&or 
4(6  Garbienjis.    This  Victor  is  a  fon  without  a  father,  a 
44  difciple  without  a  mafter,  a  fuccefibr  without  a  pre- 
«  deceffor." 

Whatever  the  Ex.  or  his  Ally  may  think  of  the  au* 
thority  of  Optalus>  his  reaibning  is  irreiiftible,  Parme- 
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nian  the  Donatift,  a  man  in  every  fenfe  fuperior  to  this 
Ex.  or  his  friend,  found  it  fo. 

Optatus  makes  no  inquiry  about  the  fucceffion  of  Bi- 
fliops  in  the  See  of  Carthage  ;  rior  did  Parmtnian^  tho' 
he  wa^the  Donatift  Bifhop  of  that  See.  'Twas  then 
lb  well  afcertained,  fo  universally  believed,  that  Rome 
was  the  Apoftolical  See,  that  all  Sectaries,  as  well  as 
Catholics  acknowledged  it. 

it  may  not  be  amifs  to  inform  the  Catholic  reader 

•  that  St.  Aujiin,  fpeaking  of  Optatus,  ranks  him  with 
St.  Cyprian  and  Hilary;  in  another  place  he  ftyles 
him  a  Prelate  of  venerable  memory,  who  was  by  his 

•  virtue  an  ornament  to  the  Catholic  Church. 

St.  Fulgentius  ranks  him  with  AaftimwA  Ambrofe. 
He  was  Bifhop  of  Milevum,  in  Nunudia;  an  acute 
and  powerful  reafoner — thefe  are  the  men  whom  mo- 
dern fc  rib  biers  call  credulous  men.  He  mu  ft  be  unac- 
countably credulous  who  believes,  that,  whilft  we  at 
the  diftance  of  fourteen  or  fifteen  centuries  know  pre- 
cilely  the  Sees  which  were  occupied  by  an  Auflin,  an 
Ambrofe t  an  Optatus,  and  many  others  of  inferior  note, 
Thefe  menfo  far  fuperior  to  us  did  not  know  the  See 
which  Peter  occupied,  or  the  prerogatives  annexed  to 
that  See. 

St.  Ambrofe,  in  his  third  book  on  the  Sacraments 
fays  :  "  Peter  the  Apoftle,  who  was  Prieft  of  the  Ro- 
man  Church,  is  to  us  author  of  this  affertion." — 

Cap.  3. 

St.  Aiiflin,  in  his  fecond  book  againft  Pclilians  Let- 
ters, fays :  "  What  has  the  chair  of  the  Roman  Church 
'**  done  to  thee,  in  which  Peter  fat,  and  in  which  now 
"  Anaftafius  fits?"  . 

Projpcr,  a  difciple  of  St.  Auftin,  who  continued  the 
chronicle  of  Eufebius  down  to  his  own  time  in  the 
year  445,  in  his  book  of  ingratitude,  fays-:  "  Rome 

the  feat  of  Peter  of  'paftoral  honor,  the  head  of  the 
world   fv 

Numberkfs  citations  from-- different  author;  arc  ad- 
duced 
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duced  by  polemical  writers  on  this  fubjecl:.  Thefe 
few  from  the  m oft  celebrated  authors,  are  adduced  to 
convince  the  reader  how  little  credit  is  due  to  Bower, 
or  his  echoes  in  {lander,  whilft  they  prefume  to  contra- 
dict upon  wild  conjectures,  the  politive  affertions  of  all 
writers  of  all  countries  from  Peter  s  days  down  to  the 
pretended  reformation,  in  1517. 

Writers  don't  agree  exactly  on  the  time  when  Peter 
came  to  Rome.  What  then?  Chronological  writers 
feldom  agree.  Are  we  to  conclude  that  a  fafi  on 
which  all  agree,  is  not  certain,  becaufe  at  the  diftance 
"of  eighteen  centuries  we  don't  know  precifely  the  year 
on  which  it  happened?  this  is  not  reafoning,  but  ca- 
villing. 

The  Ex.  thinks  Paul's  filence  with  refpect  to  Peter 
in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Romans,  an  argument  that.  Peter 
was  not  there.  What !  does  the  filence  of  one  man 
invalidate  the  pofitive  teftimony  of  many  ?  perhaps 
Pe/er  was  not  at  Rome  precifely  at  that  time:  he 
made  many  excurfions  in  the  courfe  of  his  miffion ; 
if  he  had  been  at  Rome  St.  Paul  would  not  have  men- 
tioned him  in  a  letter  of  inftruclion  to  the  faithful : 
'twould  have  been  prefumption  to  addrefs  fuch  a  letter 
to  Peter ;  he  did  not  falute  St.  John  at  Ephefus,  nor 
Timothy  the  Biftiop,  as  his  letter  was  addrefled  to  the 
faithful  he  did  not  clafs  the  Bifhop  with  them. 
He  wrote  letters  of  inftruftion  to  Timothy  and  Titus, 
who  were  his  difciples,  but  he  never  undertook  to  in- 
ftru£t  his  fellow  Apofties,  over  whom  he  had  no  ju- 
rildiclion. 

The  Ex.  concludes  that  if  Peter  was  at  Rome,  he 
muft  have  deferred  his  original  vocation.  This  our 
Ex.  has  not  read  the  laft  chapter  of  St.  Matthew,  in 
which  'tis  laid  in  very  plain  language  that  J.  Chrift  or- 
dered his  Apofties  to  teach  all  nations.  Was  not  Pe- 
ter one  of  them?  did  Peter  aflert  a  fallen ood  when  he 
told  the  Apofties  at  Jerufalem,  that  they  knew  that 
God  had  mr  de  choke  of  him,  that  from  his  mouth  the 

Gentiles 
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Gentiles  fcould  hear  the  word  and  belkyfc  }^Actt* 
did  Praidefert  his  original  vocation,  when,  he  .preach^ 
to  the  Jews:  "  and  immediately  he  preached  Jeius  ii% 
H.  due  iynagegue  thit  he  is  the  Ion  of  God  ?"  Acts  i& 
20.  On  his  arrival  at  Rome  were  they .  not  Jews  f$> 
whom  St.  Paul  preached  ?  "  And  after  the  third  day 
u  he  called  together  the  chief  of  the  Jews.'W^  jm- 
daion  prbtous. 

How  defencelefs  the  caufe  muft  be ;  how  deftitute 
of  iblid  reafons,  in  fuppprt  pf  which  even  reftlels  ima- 
gination can  hardly  diicover  a  (hadow  ? 

The  Ex.  defcends  at  length  from  Peter.  "  If 
"  fays  he,  p.  75,  Pete?'  had  been  poiTeiTed  of  luch,  high 

M  authority  it  could  not  be  fo  long  concealed  

$  it  muft  have  been  engrafted  in  Chriftianity."  The 
laft  proportion  is  true;  and  becaufe  'twas,  engrafted  in 
Chriftianity  'twas  univerfally  known  to  all  Catholics, 
feftaries,  and  even  to  heathens:  of  this  lufficient  proof 
has  been  already  adduced;  'twas  manifeftly  revealed 
in  the  New  Teftameut  which  was  in  the  hands  of 
Chriftian  ieclaries,  and  fuch  heathens  as  could  procure 
a  copy. 

That  this  authority  was  veiled  in  the  Bifliop  of 
Rome,  Peter  s  lawful  lucceflbr,  is  manifeft  from  the 
very  nature  of  things  :  an  official  authority  muft;  pais 
to  the  fucceftor  in  office. 

Authority  is  given  to  the  pa/lor,  not  for  himfelf, 
but  for  the  flock  over  which  be  is  placed,  it  muft 
therefore  continue  as  long  as  the  flock  continues  ;  the 
flock  of  Chrift  will  continue  to  the  end  cf  time,  the  au- 
thority of  Chief  Pallor  veiled  in  Pete?-  by  the  exprefs 
words  of  Chrift,  muft  alfo  continue  ia  his  fucceflprs 
till  the  end  of  time. 

That  the  Biftiop  of  Rome  was  Peter's  fucceflbr,  was 
known  to  the  faithful  then  at  Rome,  by  the  teftiraony 
of  their  fenfes,  as  all  fuch  £a£is  are  known;  'twas  I 
known  to  all  other  churches  by  authentic  letters,  as 
neighbouring  nations  know  when  one  Prince  fucceeds 

another; 
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afldthe*-*  to  us  'tis  known  by  that  universal  £fid  unit*- 
tdrrtfpted  tradition  by  which  we  knovtf  the  fcriptureS 
to  be  the  Word  of  God  ;  hence  all  thefe  writer's  al- 
ready cited,  and  many  others,  pafted  unnoticed  16 
avoid  prolixity  fpeak  of  it  as  a  public  fa6t  known  t^the: 
world,  of  which  no  man  doubted. 

"  The  Eaftern  Churches  ofConftantinople,  Antioch, 
"  Jerufalem,  and  A(ia  Minor,  never  heard  of  luc'h  an 
"  authority,  favs  the  Ex./;.  75,  and  when  'twas  claim-- 

ed,  they  treated  it  as  a  pretention  totally  Unfounded* 
"  and  never  lubmitted  to  it."  What  never !  the  Ex, 
dreams :  that  all  the  Atiatic  Churches  did  fubmit  t& 
the  authority  of  the  Roman  See,  from  Gregory  s  days 
in  the  year  590  down  to  Vhotim  fchifm  in  na 
Protectant,  who  had  any  remains  of  modefty,  ever  de- 
nied ;  'tis  ftrang€  that  fo  many  Patriarchs  and  Prelates 
Ak3U11  for  foiiiecenturie^  tamely  fubmit  to  an  autho- 
rity of  which  their  anceftors  knew  nothing.-  B-y; 
what  contrivance  were  thefe  clearfighted  Greeks  impo- 
(ed  upon,  and  taught  to  believe  that  a  fuperior  authd- 
rkydid  exift,  of  which  their  Anceftors  were  ignorant? 

"  It  wafe  declared  by  the  Council  of  Nice,  (lays  the* 
"Ex.  />.  76,)  that  the  Patriarchs  of  Alexandria  and 

Antic£h,  had  the-  fatae  authority  over  the  court* 
"  trids  round  the-m,  that  he  of  Rome  had  over  thofe 
11  which  lay  about  that  city."  The  Ex.  moft  injudi- 
cioufly  cite^this  Council  of  Nice,  Why  not  tel!  his' 
readers  that  of  the  318  Prelates  who-compofed  that  ve- 
lierable  aflembly,  there  was  not  oneproteftant ;  that  to  U 
roan  they  believed  in  tranfubftantiation  and  celebrated 
firtafs  moft  pioufly,  as  we  Papifts  do-  yet.  The  Ex. 
does  not  cite  the  canon  but  gives  a  fpurious  verfon  of 
it  in  order  to  miflead  the  unlearned,  the  Writer  rrtuft 
beg  leave  to  correct  both  the  Exr-'s.  verfion  and  inter- 
pretation. *Tis  the  6-th  of  Nice,  to  which  he  alludes 
the  canon  is  thus  conceived:  "Let the  ancient cuftom 
"  continue  in  Egypt,  Lvbia,  and  Pentapolis,  that  the 
41  Bi(hop  of  Alexandria  -have  th^pow^r  -  of  ail  thefe." 

The 


The  Council  immediately  ^ffigns  the  rftottye  on  which 
this  dilpofiticn  was  founded  in  favour  of  the  Bifhop  of 
Alexandria,  "  becaufe  this  is  the  cuftorn  of  the  Bifhop 
"  of  Rome,  oti  kai  to  in  te  R6?nc  Epifcopo  touto  June- 
€\  thes  efti"  Which  words  of  the  Council,  whatever 
efforts  are  made  to  diftort  them  from  their  natural  and 
intended' fignificati  on,  can  bear  no  other  fenfe  but  this, 
became  'twas  the  cuftorn  of  the  Bifhop  of  Rome  to  in- 
veft  the  Bifhop  of  Alexandria  with  a  jurifdicYion  over 
them  provinces.  And  in  fad  no  other  reafon  can  be 
affigned,  for  the  Bifhop  of  Alexandria  was  not  invefted 
by  J.  Chrift  with  any  juriididion  over  the  Bifhops  in 
them  provinces;  nor  could  he  affume  it  by  his  own 
private  authority,  nor  did  the  Council  inveft  him  with 
this  authority  which  had  exifted  long  before  the  Coun- 
cil was  affembled  :  the  Council  only  decided  that  the 
old  -cuftorn  fhould  continue,  in  order  to  prevent  dik 
putes.      ,         ■  .•  -  j: ..  \  j  ; 

How  unlucky  is  this  Ex.  in  his  reference  to  autho- 
rities ;  they  invariably  condemn  him. 

This  Council  of  Nice  was  held  in  the  year  325  ;  the 
Prelates  fay  'twas  an  old  cuftorn  for  the  Bifhop  of 
Alexandria  to  fuperintend  feveral  provinces,  and  they 
afcribe  the  fource  of  this  authority  to  the  cuftorn,  adopt- 
ed by  the  Bifhop  of  Rome.  Ths  commencement  pf» 
this  canon  of  the  Council  of  Nice  does  not  appear  in 
printed  books;  but  'tis  given  by  a  Council  of  equal 
authority,  that  of  Chalcedon,  in  45  L  'Tis  thus  cited 
in  the  \6ih  A&ion  by  the  Bifhop  Pafchafius:  "the 
*f  Roman  Church  had  always  ths  primacy.  Let  the 
"  old  cuftom-continue  that  the  Bifhop  of  Alexandria, 
"  &c."  After  this.  6th  canon  of  the  Council  of  Nice 
was  read,  the  judges  laid  :  "  We  con  fid  er  that  all  pri- 
*'  macy  and  chief  honor  according  to  the  canons  t>e  re- 
"  ferved  to  the  beloved  of  God,  the  Archbifhop  of  old 
"Rome." 

The  oriental  Prelates  affembled  at  Conftantinople  in 
382^ who  wereprefent.at  the  fecond  General  Council 

in 
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in381,ina  letter  addreifed  to  Pope  Damafcus^  and 
the  Weftern  Prelates  then  at  Rome,  Tay  in  exccfe, 
for  not  coming  to  Rome;  "  forneof  us  cannot  pofiiblv 
"doit,  becaufe  we  prepared  ourfelves  to  travel  not 
"  farther  than  Conftantinople,  as  we  were  commanded 
"  by  letters  lent  by  your  Reverence  to  the  Emperor 
"  Thcodq/ius.    The  laft  year  after  the  Council  of 

"  Aquileia  In  the  fame  letter  they  thank  him 

for  calling  them  as  his  own  members,  "  anas  6s 
oikeia  mell projkalej  a/the.  Torn.  <2.  Com.  p.  '96*2.  C. 
L>*  In  his  letter  to  them  Prelates  Damafus  twice 
calls  them  his  mod  honoured  Children.  "  vioi  timifa- 
"  tatoi"  ibid,  would  thefe  Prelates  fay,  they  were 
commanded  by  the  Pope,  if  they  acknowledged  no 
authority  in  him?  would  they  make  an  excule  to  a 
Prelate  poffeifed  of  no  jurifdiction?  the  fuppolition  is 
ubfurd. 

The  whole  of  this  letter  is  given  by  Theodoret,  and  is 
now  before  the  writer.  Lib.  5.  Cap.  9. 

Evagrius  the  Syrian,  whom  Photius,  a  good  judge 
of  hiftory,  tho'  a  very  bad  man,  thinks  an  accurate 
hiflorian,  fays  in  his  hiftory,  Lib.  1 .  // ifim  Cap.  4<. 
that  the  general  council  of  Epheius,  depofed  Ntjiorius 
Patriarch  of  Conft  antinople,  by  a  mandate  from  the 
Roman  Pontiff;  but  thinking  the  cauie  of  Jo/m, 
Patriarch  of  Antioch  more  doubtful,  did  not  prelume 
to  pronounce  on  it,  but  referved  it  for  the  judgment 
of  Pope  Caleftine  himfelf. 

The  Council  of  Chalcedon  held  in  the  year  451,  in 
the  1ft,  2d,  and  3d  actions,  frequently  calls  Leo,  then 
Pope,  Pontiff  of  the  univerfal  Church;  and  in  then 
report  to  him  of  the  traniaclions  in  the  Council  they  la  v, 
"  if  where  two  or  three  are  affembled  in  his  name 
"  Chrifthas  promifed  to  be  there  in  the  midft  of  them, 
"  how  much  more  efpecially  was  he  with  five  hundred 

"  and  twenty  Bifhops  when  you  conduct  as  the 

"  Head  conducts  the  members  "  ei  gar  opou  eiji 
*t  dud  c  trcis  furUgmcnol  cis  ton  auto  itonoma  ekcicphc 
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*  chiai  en  rnefo  auron.    Pofen  peri  pentakojious  eikofia 

u  iereas  tin  mheic.fin  epedeik  neuio  on  fa  men 

u  or  kcphale  melon  c"ge?nonene?i  en  tois  ten  fen  taain  epo- 
"  choufi  ten  eunoian  epideik  numenos*  In  relatione  ad 
H  Papam" 

Speaking  of  Diofcorus,  the  wicked  Patriarch  of 
Alexandria,  whom  they  had  depofed,  after  enumerating 
other  ciimes,  the  Prelates  fay:  "  moreover  he  exten- 
$t  (ltd  his  madnefs  againft  him,  who  was  by  the 
"  Saviour  entrufted  with  the  care  of  the  Vineyard, 
u  that  is  againft  your  Hoiinefs  }"  "  eti  kai  kat  aut-ou 
"  tou  tes  Ampelou  ton  phulakenpara  toil  foteroros  epite- 
"  pommenou  ten  mani  an  exeteine  ;  legomen  de  tes  jei; 
"  qfiofetos." 

In  the  General  Council  of  Ephefas  held  in  the  year 
431,  'twas  affirmed  without  a  contradiction,  or  even 
without  the  lead  emotion  of  furprife,  that  Peter  was 
the  head  of  the  Apcftles,  and  Pope  Celejline,  (then  at 
"  Rome),  head  of  the  Council.  "  Petros  6  exarchos  kai 
"  kcphale  kai  kcphale  ton  apojlolon" — anaginojlcomenon 
"  nvron  ton  grammaton  ton  a  gia  kephule  tab  agiais  ek- 
"botfin  enenochate." — Tom..  S.  Act  3.     6^5,  A.  B. 

In  the  feventh  fynod  held  at  Nice,  which  Photius, 
though  not  a  Prcteftant,  an  irreconcileable  enemy  to 
the  Papal  power,  ranks  amongft  General  Councils. 
Pope  Adrian  s  letter  to  Thara/ius  was  received  with 
univerlal  applaufe,  in  it  we  read  that  his  See  was  head 
of  the  univerfai  Church:  "  te  emetro  apojiolico  throno 
**  6jth  e/ii  kcphale  pafon  ton  ekkleifony* — Epijl.  ad 
Tho>  Tom.  7.  Con.  p.  V25.  D,  E.  That  it  has  adif- 
tinguiihed  primacy  ever  the  inhabited  world  ;  that 
Peter  always  was  and  is  ftill  fupreme  :  "  Su  ei  Petros 

u  ou  o  thronos  eh  pafan  ten  oikomenen  pro- 

M  tenon  dii/lampe?\  kai  kcphale  pafon  ton  ekklefion  npar- 

at  chei  to  tou  kurion  projiagmati  poimanan  ten 

5C  ekttcfshin  .  ekrafefepantote  kai  kratei  ienar- 

H  ehenr—ibid. 

rj  he  teftimony  of  General  Councils  celebrated  by 

the 
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the  Latins  is  omitted,  though  in  them  we  have  feme 
thou lan els  of  relpeclable  witneffes ;  a^.unft  the  Greeks 
and  Afiatics  no  objection  can  lie,  of  thefe  we  have  520 
Prelates  iubftribing  witneffes  in  the  Council  of  Chal- 
cedon,  318  in  the  Council  of  Nice,  fome  hundreds  in 
that  of  Conftantinople  and  of  Epheius  ;  yet  in  the  face 
of  Co  many  witneiles,  Greeks,  and  Afiatics,  Patriarchs 
and  Prelates,  the  Ex.  afferts  that  thefe  Greeks  and 
Afiatics  knew  nothing  of  the  Bifhop  of  Rome's  pre- 
eminence! he  muft  have  fcrupuloufly  adhered  to 
Doctor  Bannifters  rule,  that  is  to  read  the  heathen 
poets  and  philoibphers,  then  pals  all  the  writers  of  fif- 
teen centuries  unnoticed,  till  that  ;  rent  light  of  Sax- 
ony,  Martin  Luther,  appeared,  and  with  the  afiiftance 
of  the  century  writers  of  Magdeburg,  new-modelled  the 
hiftory  of  the  Church  as  well  as  us  fauh. 

'Tis  fomething  remarkable  that  the  firft  four  Gene- 
ral Councils  of  Nice,  of  Conftantinople,  of  Ephefus, 
and  Chalcedon,  are  acknowledged  genuine,  and  decla- 
red authentic,  by  the  cftablilhed  Church  of  England  itk 
her  thirty-nine  Articles.  The  framers  of  the  Articles 
did  not  read  the  a  els  and  decifions  of  them  Councils. 
Or  if  they  did,  they  did  not  think  it  prudent  to  reject  an 
authority,  which  the  Chriftian  world  had  revered  for 
fo  many  centuries.  Be  that  as  it  will,  the  writer  begs 
leave  to  afllire  the  Ex.  and  his  friends,  that  the  Ach  of 
thefe  Councils  are  yet  extant  in  the  hands  of  Greeks  as 
well  as  Lathis,  who  cannot  be  prefumed  in  concert  to 
have  fuppo'ed  or  interpolated  them.  He  has  :o  la- 
ttiehC  that  he  cannot  refer  the  Ex.  to  Oxford,  as  Crora* 
Well's  reforming  foldiers  in  their  great  zeal  for  the  des- 
truction of  Popery,  had  committed  to  the  flames  in  one 
morning,  forty  thoufand  volumes,  the  monuments  of 
antiquity,  which  that  Univerfity  in  the  days  of  Poper  y 
had  with  perfevering  diligence  and  a  vaft  expena, 
collected  from  all  parts  of  the  world;  and  the  few  vo- 
lumes which  had  efcaped  the  paws  of  Hairy  the 
YJUth's  ravaging  and  reforming  monafterial  vititors, 
idy/  -  B  6  2  collected 
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collected  by  Cotton,  were  conlumcd  by -  an  accidental 
tire  in  HjjiXi    >fr  '  ' 

Thele  foldiers  were  judicious  reformers  :  they  knew 
that  Popery  was  lb  interwoven  with  antiquity,  that  the 
one  could  not  be  deftroyed  till  all  the  monuments  of 
the  other  were  effaced. 

That  the  Popes  in  the  firft  ages  of  Chriftianifcy  did 
exercife  their  juriidic'iion,  and  that  the  Greeks  and 
Asiatics  did  fob m it  to  it,  befides  the  teftimony  of  thele 
Councils  already  adduced,  we  have  the  teftimony  of  all 
early  writers  on  the  lubjecl:  of  Church  Hiftory. 

St.  Ignatius,  a  clifciple  of  St.  Peter,  in  his  Epiftle  to 
the  Romans  marks  the  pre-eminence  of  that  See:  his 
letter  is  thus  addreflcd  :  "  To  the  beloved  Church, 
44  which  is  enlightened  by  the  will  of  him,  who  or- 
"  daineth  all  things,  which  are  according  to  the  cha- 
44  rttv  of  3.  Chrift  our  God,  which  prcfides  in  the 
u  country  of  the  Romans  worthy  of  God,  raoft  adorn- 
u  ed,  juftly  happy,  moft  commended,  fitly  regulated, 
46  and  governed,  moft  chafte  and  prefiding  in  charity" 

To  the  other  Churches  his  letters  are  addrefled  in  a 
different  manner:  thus,  "  to  the  bleiTed  Church 
44  which  is  at  Epheius—  te  ous  a  en  Ephefo,"  at  Tralles  : 
at .  Magnefias,  near  the  Meander :  at  Philadelphia:  at 
Smyrna.  •  ' v:  ( ; 

St.  Ircneus :  Lib  3.  Cap.  3.  "  We  confound  all 
44  thole,  who  in  whatever  manner,  whether  through 
"  felf-Iove,  vain  glory,  blindnefs  or  unfound  doctrine, 
"  collect  what  they  ought  not,  by  indicating  to  them 
44  the  faith  of  the  greateft,  the  moft  ancient,  and  beft 

known  Church  founded  at  Rome  by  the  two  moft 
?  glorious  Apoftles  Peter  and  Paul;  and  that  tradition, 
"  which  it  has  from  them  and  is  come  to  us  by  the 
kC  fucceffion  of  Bifhops,  'Tis  necelfary  that  every 
44  Church  fhould  agree  with  this  on  account  of  its  more 

powerful  principality.  That  is  the  faithful,  who  are 
iC  in  all  places,  in  which  Church  the  tradition,  which 
u  l;  from  the  Apoftles,  is  always  preferred  by  thofe 
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fl  who  are  every  where  faithful/'    No  modern  Papift 
fpeaks  in  ftronger  terms  than  this  learned  Greek  of  the'- 
iecond  centurv. 

Epiphanius  fays :  ff  that  Urface  and  Valais  went  in- 
"  penance  with  libels  (fupplicatory)  to  the  bleffed  J?/- 
u  lius,  Bifhop  of  Rome,  to  give  an  account  of  their  er- 
"  ror  and  their  crime."    Her,  68. 

Would  thefe  Biftiops  appear  to  account  for  thei^ 
conduct  before  a  Bifhop  in  whom  they  acknowledge  no 
jurifdiction  ? 

St.  Athanafius  attefts  in  his  fecond  apology,  that 
thefe  Bimops  did  afk  pardon  of  Pope  Julius  for  their 
crime;  and  in  his  letter  to  Pope  Fdix\  this  patriarch 
of  Alexandria  fays  :  "  for  this  that  Jefus  Chair,  placed 
"  you  and  your  predeceffors  in  the  fortrefs  of  the  fum- 
"  mit,  and  ordered  you  to  take  care  of  all  Churches, 
"  that  you  might  affift  us  ." 

In  his  book  on  the  opinions  of  Dennis,  patriarch  of 
Alexandria,  he  (ays :  "  that  fbme  went  up  to  Rome  and 
"  accufed  the  patriarch  before  Dennis  the  Roman  Pre- 
"  late."  Did  they  pretend  to  accufe  him  before  a 
man,  who  had  no  jurildiction  over  him  ? 
.  Bafil  the  Great,  in  his  52nd  letter  to  AtJianofiu$y 
fays:  "it  appears  meet  to  write  to  the  Bifhop  of 
u  Rome,  that  he  may  fee  our  affairs,  and  inter  pole 
"  the  fentence  of  his  judgment ;  and  bccaufe,  'tis  diffi- 
"  cult  for  any  to  be  fent,  thence  by  order  of  the  Coun- 
"  cil,  let  him  give  authority  to  iome  chofen  pcrfons, 
"  who  may  be  able  to  fupport  the  fatigues  of  the 
fi  journey;  and  who  by  friendly  and  eaiy  manners,  as 
H  well  as  by  well  adapted  and  prudent  words,  may 
w  adminifh  thofe,  who  have  declined  from  the  right 
"  way,  and  bring  with  them  alfo,  the  acts  of  the 
"  Council  of  Rimini,  to  reicind  what  has  been  done, 
"  violently  there."  This  Greek  Prelate,  as  well 
from  his  Icience  as  his  fanclity,  furnamed  the  Greats 
knew  that  the  Pope  had  a  power  of  nominating  vifitoj  s 
•for  the  Eaftem  Churches,  and  power  refciuding  the 
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Acfs  of  a  numerous  Council,  on  proof  of  violence  of* 
fered  to  the  members  who  compofed  it.  And  yet  our 
Ex.  confidently  afferts,  that  the  Greeks  and  Afiatics 
knew  no  fuch  jurifdi&kui !  does  he  know  better  than 
the  Greek  Prelates  themfelves  ? 

Cfuyfojiom,  Patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  in  the  year 
407,  had  been  unjuftly  depofed  by  Theophi/ius  Patri- 
arch, of  Alexandria  ill  an  affembly  compofed  of  lome 
of  his  own  creatures*  and  under  the  protection  oi  the 
Emprefs  Eudoxia,  a  woman  of  whom  Zozymits,  a 
heathen  writer, fays:  Op.  Torn.  3.  tk  p.  515.  "  that 
"  her  avarice,  extortion,  and  injuftice,  knew  n# 
"  bounds;  that  to  gratify  thefepaffions  (he  had  filled 
"  the  Court  with  informers,  Harpys  and  Calumnia- 
tors. "  Cluyfojlom,  in  confequence  wrote  tcrthe  Pope 
Innocent  the  firft,  in  thefe  terms ;  "  I  befeech.  you  to 
"  write  thefe  Acls  fo  unjuftly  patted,  have  no  force, 
"  and  that  they  who  have  a£ted  fo  unjuftly,  may  be 
c£  fubjeS  tothe  penalty  of  Ecclefiaftical  Laws." 

In  his  keend  letter  to  Pope  Innocent,  he  lays : 
*c  we  return  you  perpetual  thanks,  becaufe  you  have 
**  declared  your  paternal  benevolence  to  us.'7  In  the 
fame  letter  he  prays  the  Pontiff  not  to  launch  an 
excommunication  again'ft  Theophylas,  and  his  adher- 
ents tho'  they  deferve  it :  "  I  pray  your  vigilance*,  fays 
"  he,  that  tho'  they  have  filled  all  places  with  tumults, 
"if  they  be  defirous  of  being  healed  of  the  difeafe, 
M  they  be  not  afflicted,  nor  rejecled  out  or  the  Commu- 
u  nion."  Plere  we  have  a  Patriarch  of  Conftantino- 
pie,  the  moft  celebrated  Prelate  that  ever  filled  that 
See,  appealing  to  the  Roman  'Pontiff*  againft  the  op^ 
prefiionofan  Afiatic  Council  protected  by  the  Em* 
prefs,  and  by  a  ju'ridicial  At\  acknowledging  the 
jurildiclion  of  the  Roman  See,  over  all  the  Greek 
and  Afiatic  Churches. 

Cyril^  Patriarch  of  Alexandria,  in  his  lGth  Epiftle 
to  Neflorim,  then  Patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  and  in 
his  1  1th  Epiftle  to  the  Clergy  and  People  of  Conftan- 
tinople, 
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tinople,  lays :  "  thai  if  Neftorius  within  the  time  pre- 
"  Icribed  bv  the  Pope  Celeftine,  did  not  revoke  his 
&  errrors,  he  is  excommunicated."  And  in  his  18th 
letter  to  Pope  Celeftine,  whom  he  calls  moft  Holy 
Father,  he  afks  if  it  be  his  will  that  the  people  may  a$ 
yet  hold  Communion  with  Neftorius,  or  avoid  him. 

The  great  Theodoret,  "Bifliop  of  Cyrus,  when  un* 
juftly  de[3oied  by  Diofcirus  and  his  gang,  in  the  infa* 
mous  Affembly,  at  Ephefus,  appealed  to  the  Roman 
See,  and  bv  its  authcritv  was  reinftated.  In  his  letter 
to  Pope  Leo,  he  fays:  "  I  wait  the  fentence  of  your 
"  apoftolical  See.  I  fupplicate,  and  befeech  your  Ho- 
"  lineis  to  give  relief  to  me;  who  appeal  to  your  juft, 
"  and  equitable  judgment;  and  that,  you  order  me  to 
"  appear  before  you,  and  expofe  my  doctrine,  follow^ 
"  ing  the  fteps  of  the  Apoftles." 

In  his  letter  to  Rcnatus  Prieft  of  the  Roman  Church, 
he  fays  :  "  they  fpoiled  me  of  the  Priefthood,  they  ex- 
"  pelled  me  from  the  cities,  without  any  refpect  to  my 
"  age,  paffed  in  leligion,  or  my  grey  hairs,  where - 
"  fore,  I  pray  you  that  you  periuade  the  moft  holy, 
K  Archbifhop  Leo,  to  ufe  his  apcftolical  authority, 
"  and  order  us  to  come  to  your  Council:  for  that  holy 
"  See  holds  the  Government,  of  all  the  Churches  in 
«  the  World." 

Soyomen,  the  Greek  hifroriaii  fays  :  Lib.  3.  Cap<  7. 
that  Julius,  Bifnop  of  Rome,  reinftated  Athanajius  in 
the  See  of  Alexandria,  and  Paul,  in  that  of  Conftanti- 
nople:  "  fince  fays  the  hiftorian,  on  account  of  the 
"  dignity  of  his  See,  the  care  of  all  others  belongs  to 
"  him,  he  reftored  to  each  of  them  their  Churches." 
Hence  we  fee  that  his  jurifdicticn  was  known,  ac- 
knowledged and  exercifed  over  all  the  Greek,  and 
Afiatic  Churches,  which  cur  Ex.  thought  ignorant 
of  It. 

Pope  Victor,  in  the  year  192,  threatened  to  excom- 
municate the  Afiatics  for  celebrating  the  Eafter  on  the 
lame  day,  with  the  Jews:  "  BloMus"  lays  Tertuilien, 
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dtprct  i?i  fine, — "  fraudulently  endeavoured  to  intro- 
"  duce  Judaifm  :  he  faid  that  Eafter  was  not  to  be  ce- 
"  lebrated  but  according  to  the  law  of  Mofes,  on  the 
"  fourteenth  day  of  the  month."    As  the  Afiatics  had 
adopted  this  mode  of  celebrating  the  Eafter,  the  Pon- 
tiff appl)  ing  an  effectual  remedy  to  a  growing  evil,  ei- 
ther did  or  .ferioufly  threatened  to  retrench  from  the 
Catholic  communion  all  thole  who  obftinately  perfifted 
in  the  error,    Enfebius  relates  the  fact  Hiji.  Lib.  5. 
Cap.  24.    He  adds  that  St.  Ireneus  and  other  Prelates 
made  ftrong  remonftrances  to  the  Pope  :  "  their  let- 
ters,  (fays  Enfebius)  are  exant,  in  which  they  fliarply 
i*  reprove  Victor  as  ailing  contrary  to  the  interefts  of 
"  the  Church."    The  letters  of  thefe  Prelates  mew 
that  they  -thought  this  act  of  authority,  on  the  validity 
of  which  they  formed  no  doubt,  both  inexpedient  and 
ill-timed.    Ircnaus  had  been  fent  in  the  year  177  as 
deputy  from  the  Church  of  Lyons  to  Eleutherius,  Vic- 
tot's  immediate  predeceffor,  to  pray  him  not  to  cut  off 
the  orientals  for  what  he  and  other  Prelates  thought  a 
trifling  difference  in  difcipline;  Victor,  better  inform- 
ed, faw  that  'twas  not  fimply  a  difference  in  difcipline, 
but  a  gradual  introduction  of  Judaifm.    And  whether 
he  did  in  fact  excommunicate  the  Afiatics,  or  in  com- 
plaifance  to  thefe  Prelates  confine  himfelf  to  threats. 
His  feverity  put  a  flop  to  the  progrefs  of  the  evil,  his 
authority  was  never  called  in  queftion. 

That  Popes  have  in  all  ages  claimed  this  pre-emi- 
nence, no  man  doubts  who  has  any  knowledge  of 
Church  hiftorv.  Julius  the  Firft,  famed  for  fcience 
and  fanctity,  in  his  letter  to  the  Orientals,  which 
Alhanafms,  a  credible  witnefs,  gives  entire  in  his  fe- 
cond  apology  fays  to  them,  "  Don't  you  know  it 
to  be  the  cuftom  firft  to  write  to  us,  that  here  what 
c:  is  juft  may  be  determined?  wherefore  if  fuch  a 
14  lulpicion  be  conceived  againft  a  Bifhop,  'twas  necef- 

Jary  to  repeat  it  here  to  our  Church  "  And 

Tindcrneath  he  fays,  "  what  we  have  received  from 

the 
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"  the  bleffed  Apoftle  Peter  we  fignify  to  you,  though 
"  we  fhould  not  have  written,  what  we  think  you  al- 
"  ready  know,  if  the  fa6ts  had  not  difturbed  us.  Ju- 
"  lius  claimed  a  right  and  exercifed  that  right  of  jud- 
ging the  Patriarchs.  This  we  know  from  themfelves, 
tho*  Ex.  thinks  they  knew  no  fuch  right. 

Pope  Damafus  in  his  letter  to  the  oriental  Prelates, 
which  Theodoret  gives  in  his  hiftory,  Lib.  5.  Cap.  10. 
fays  :  "  Whereas  your  charity  mod  honored  fons  gives 
"  due  reverence  to  the  Apoftolic  See,  you  thereby  do 
"  honor  to  yourfelves  :  for  though  we  hold  the  priiici- 
"  pal  place  in  the  Church,  where  the  Apoftle  fitting 
"  has  taught  us  to  fteer  ;  we  notwithstanding  acknow- 
"  ledge  ourlelves  unfit  for  fuch  a  dignity." 

That  the  great  Theodoret  did  not  think  the  Pope  af- 
fuming  in  faying  that  he  held  the  principal  place  in 
the  Church,  we  know  :  for  immediately  before  the 
infertion  of  this  letter  he  fays :  "  the  celebrated  Da- 
"  mafus,  a  man  worthy  of  eternal  praile,  as  foon  as  he 
"  heard  that  this  herefy  began  to  fpread,  did  not  only 
"  depofe  and  excommunicate  Apollinaris,  but  alio  77- 
"  mothy  his  difciple,  and  gave  notice  to  the  Bifliops  cf 
"  the  Eaft  by  letters,  which  letters  Ihave  thought  ne- 
$i  ceffary  to  infert  in  this  hiftory." 

Apollinaris  was  Bifhop  of  Laodicea,  in  Syria,  and  his 
difciples  chofeone  of  their  party,  Timothy,  to  fill  the 
patriarchal  See  of  Alexandria ;  they  were  both  depo- 
sed and  excommunicated  by  Pope  Damafus.  This 
we  know  from  the  oriental  writers. 

Innocent  the  I  ft.  in  his  letter  to  the  Council  of  Mi- 
levis,  which  is  the  93d  amongft  St.  Aujlins  Epiftles, 
fays  :  "  You  diligently  and  meetly  attend  to  the  Apo- 
"  ftolical  honor ;  to  the  honor  of  him,  on  whom  be- 
"  fides  thefe  things  which  are  without,  the  care  of  all 
"  Churches  is  incumbent:  you  obferve  the  form  of  the 
"  ancient  rule — which  you  know  has  been  obferved  by 
the  whole  world  with  us. 

And  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Council  of  Carthage,  the 
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31  ft  amongft  St.  Atift'nis,  he  fays  :  "  that  the  Roman 
"  See  is  the  fountain  and  head  of  all  other  churches." 

The  century  writers  pretend  that  St.  Innocent  aflu- 
med  too  much.  Men  who  do  not  fpare  Pete?'  'tis  not 
furprifing  that  they  fhould  cenfure  his  fuccefTors ;  but 
St.  Auftin,  an  African  Prelate,  indifputably  the  mod 
learned  man  of  his  age,  fays  of  thefe  letters  of  Innocent r 
in  his  Epiftle  to  Paulinus  the  .1 06th  :  "  He  anfwered 
"  us  on  all  thefe  tran factions  in  fuch  a  manner  as  be- 
"  came  the  Prelate  of  the  Apoftolical  See."  Were 
the  century  writers  better  informed  of  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  the  African  Church  than  St.  An/tin? 

The  writer  paffes  unnoticed  paffages  which  are  ad- 
duced from  the  firft  Epiftle  of  Clement,  the  third  of 
Anacleius,  the  firft  of  Alexander,  of  Pins,  of  Anicetns, 
of :  Victor,  of  Zephyrinus,  the  fecond,  of  Calictus,  the 
firft,  of  Lucius,  Oi 1  Mekhiades,  and  of  Metritis.  He 
alfo  pafles  in  filence  the  letters  of  Leo  the  Great,  of 
Gregory  and  all  fueceeding  Pontiffs-;  he  has  confined 
himlelf  to  thefe  teftimonies,,  which  are  warranted  by 
cotemporary  writers  of  greateft  note.  Againft  which 
no  objection  can  be  ftated  which  is  not  offenfive  to 
common  fenfe.. 

The  Ex.  has  recourfe  to  St.  Cyprian's  authority,  in 
order  to  eftablifh  his  pretended  equality  of  Bifhops. 
He  could:  not  have  been  more  unkickv  in  his  choice  : 
they  are  not  detached  fentences  from  the  works  of  that 
celebrated  writer,  which  are  adduced  in  fupport  of 
Catholic  doctrine  ;  but  whole  books  profeffedly  writ- 
ten to  demonftrate  the  unity  of  the  Church,  and  the 
unity  of  the  priefthood  defcending  from  St.  Peter:  In 
his  book  on  the  unity  of  the  Church,  after  having 
fhewn.  by  the  mcft  conclusive  reafoning,  that  the 
Church  is  effentially  one.  He  fays,  "  that  as  a  vi- 
ik  iible  mark  of  this  unity,  Chrift  built  his  Church 
a  upon  St.  Peter,  and  gave  the  power  of  his  keys  to 
"  him,  though  he  alio  gave  power  to  all  his  Apoftks 
"  he  would  have  it  take  ics  rife  from  one,  and  fettled 
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*  the  whole  upon  jhat  foundation. ..  .  .  .       He  lays 

-down  as  a  general  rule  in  matters  of  faith,  that,  fa& 
is  to  be  affumed  as  proof ;  he  then  produces  as  a  well- 
known  fa£i  the  Church  founded*  by. J-  Chrift  upon  St. 
Peter,  from  whence  its  unity  is  manifeft ;  from  this 
known  principle  he  infers  that  the  man,  who  defeits 
this  Church  is  unfanftified,  an  alien,  a:*  enemy;  he 
cannot  have  God  for  his  father,  who  hath  riot  the 
Church  for  his  mother :  "  who*  (fays  he,)  is  fo  profli- 
"  gate  and  abandoned  as  to  imagine  that  the  unity 
"  which  fubfifts  in  heaven  may  be  broken  on  eaith  3 
"  th-it  the  Church  ofChrift,  which  is  always  deicribed 
"  as  one,  may  be  devided  into  many?  to  believe  that 
"  this  is  poffible  is  grofs  abfurdity ;  and  to  attempt  it  is 
"  flagrant  impiety,  our  Lord,  (fays  he,)  tells  us  there 
44  ihali  be  one  fold  and  one  fhepherd." 

In  his  dilute  with  Pope  Stephen,  on  the  baptifm  of 
fedaries,  an  abftrufe  and  difficult  queftion,  which  was 
not  at  that  time  ultimately  determined  by  an  exprefs 
declaration  of  the  Church,  St.  Cyprian  menaced 
by  the  Pope  for  adhering  to  what  the  Pope. knew  to  be 
erroneous,  though  St.  Cyprian  thought  it  a  matter  of 
meer  difcipline,  dropped  ibme  unguarded  expreffions 
agaiuft  his  fuperior,  but  never  called  his  authority  in 
queftion. 

St.  Cyprian  did  not  believe  the  Pope  infallible,  nor 
do  many  Catholics  to  this  day.  That  is  meer  matter 
of  opinion  ;  he  thought  his  own  opinion  of  the  invali- 
dity of  baptilm  without  the  pale  of  the  Church  found- 
ded  on  the  Scriptures ;  and  to  confuk  the  Scriptures 
alone  without  having  recourfe  to  tradition,  which  de- 
termines the  intended  fenie  of  the  Scriptures,  he  was 
not  wrong.  That  tradition  was  not  then  exprefsly  de- 
clared by  the  Church.  If  it  had  been  from  the  prin- 
ciples which  St.  Cyprian  lays  down  in  his  book  of  the 
Church  and  other  works,  we  are  authoriled  t  \  fay  th-.Jt 
he  would  have  fubmitted  to  it — hence  St.  Aujlin,  his 
countryman  and  great  admirer,  fays  of  him,  quoting 
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thefe  words  of  Cyprian  in  a  Council  which  he  had  af- 
fembled  at  Carthage,  and  to  which  the  Ex'rs.  learned 
author,  as  he  calls  him,  feems  to  allude  :  "  fince  there 
"  is  none  of  us  who  has  conftituted  himfelf  Bifhop 
"  of  Bifhops,  or  by  tyrannical  terror  obliges  his  col- 
"  leagues  to  obedience  fince  each  Bifhop  has  the  free 
"  difpofal  of  his  own  power  for  the  liberty  of  his  opi- 
M  nion  not  to  be  judged  by  any  other,  but  we  all  cxpe£i 
"  the  judgment  of  J.  Chrift,  who  has  the  power  ofpre- 
"  pofmg  us  in  the  government  of  his  Church,  and 
44  judging  us  for  our  aclions."  "  I  believe,  (laid  St, 
"  Atiflin,)  Lib.  3.  de  Bap.  Cap.  3.  in  thefe  queftions, 
"  which  have  not  yet  been  clearly  difcuffed. — Thus 
St.  Axijiin  explains  St.  Cyprian's  opinion. 

'Tis  not  neceffary  to  inform  the  reader  that  St.  Cy* 
prian  fpoke  of  the  Biihops  then  aflembled  at  Carthage, 
of  whom  certainly  none  was  Bifhop  of  Bifhops,  whom 
he  himfelf  as  primate  of  Numidia,  and  prefident  of  the 
Aflembly,  invited  to  give  their  thoughts  freely  on  what 
he  believed  meer  matter  of  opinion  or  difcipline,  on 
which,  before  any  public  decifion  of  the  Church  every 
man  had  a  right  to  fpeak  his  fentiments.  'Tis  true 
he  alludes  to  St.  Stephen  s  threats,  which  he  conliders 
as  tyrannical,  and  depriving  Bifhops  of  the  liberty  of 
opinion  in  a  queftion  not  yet  decided  ;  but  that  he  ne- 
ver denied  the  authority  of  the  Roman  See  in  matters 
of  faith  and  univerfal  difcipline,  is  manifeft  to  demon- 
stration from  different  parts  of  his  works  :  his  book  on 
the  unity  of  the  Church  is  exprefsly  written  on  that 
lubjeel,  in  it  he  ftates  the  Roman  See  as  the  root,  and 
all  other  Subordinate  Churches,  as  the  Branches. — 
The  branches  are  evidently  dependent  on  the  root. 

In  his  letter  to  Cornelius,  then  Pope,  he  fays : — 
"  Seels  and  fchifms  refult  from  this  only,  that  obedience 
H  is  not  paid  to  the  prieft  of  God  ;  nor  is  it  confidered 
"  that  there  is  but  one  prieft  of  God  for  the  time,  and 
"  one  judge  for  the  time  in  the  place  of  Chrift,  to 
*  whom,  if  according  to  divine  instruction,  the  whole 
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"  fraternity  obeyed,  no  one  would  difturb  the  college 
"  of  priefts." — Lib.  i.  Epis.  3. 

St.  Cyprian  {hews  that  there  is  but  onePrieft  in  the 
Catholic  Church  to  whom  all  others  owe  obedience; 
that  difobedience  to  him  is  the  fource  of  herefy  and 
fchifm.  This  is  the  writer  whom  the  Ex.  quotes  for 
the  equality  of  Bifhops  !  in  the  fame  Epiftle  he  calls 
the  Roman  Church  the  See  of  St.  Peter,  and  the  prin- 
cipal Church  from  which  the  unity  of  the  priefthood 
arifes. 

In  a  fecond  Epiftle  to  the  fame  Pope,  he  fays  of 
the  ill-fated  men,  who  were  engaged  in  the  fchifm  of 
Novatien. — "We  lately  lent  our  colleagues  that  they 
"  might  compofe  to  the  unity  of  the  Catholic  Church 
u  thefe  members  of  the  rent  body  ;  but  the  obftinate 
"  and  inflexible  perverfenefs  of  the  adverfe  party- has 
"  not  only  refufed  the  embrace  of  the  root  and  mo- 
**  ther,  but  alfo  has  formed  to  itfelf  an  adulterous  and 
"  oppofite  head  without  the  pale  of  the  Church." — 
Lib.  2.  Epis.  10. 

Novatien  himfelf,  the  Antipope,  St.  Cyprian  calls  : 
*  a  deferter  of  the  Church,  an  enemy  to  all  tendernels, 
"  an  abfolute  murderer  of  penance,  a  teacher  of  pride, 
M  a  corrupter  of  truth,  a  deftroyer  of  charity. *>  What 
woiiM  he  have  faid  of  the  Saxon  Antipope,  who  not 
only  abolifhed  penance,  but  raifed  Epicurean  fenfuality 
on  its  ruins  ? 

In  a  letter  to  the  people,  he  fays :  "  there  is  one 
"God,  one  Chiift,  one  Church,  one  chair  founded 
"  by  the  voice  of  the  Lord  on  Peter,  another  altar,  a 
"  new  priefthood  befides  that  one  altar,  and  that  one 
"  priefthood  cannot  beerefted.  He  that  gathers  elfe* 
"  where  fcatters."— Lib.  1.  Ep.  8. 

Finally,  as  a  direcl  contradiction  to  this  Ex.  and  his 
learned  author,  St.  Cyprian,  in  his  letter  to  St.  Stephen, 
which  is  ftill  extant  in  his  third  book,  1 3th  Epiftle,  ex- 
horts the  Pope  to  order  the  then  Bifhop  of  Aries, 
Martian,  to  be  depofed,  and  a  fucceffor  provided  for 
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that -Sec.    "  Inform  xis,  (continues  St.  Cyrian,)  if  you 
pleafe,  who  is  made  Biftiop  of  Aries  -  hi  place  of 
*6  Martian^  that  we  may  know  to  whorn  we  are  to 
^.fend  letters  of  communion,  and  direcf  our  brethren." 

It  may  not  be  amifs  to  inform  the  Catholic  reader 
that  though  St.  Stephen  threatened  to  excommuni- 
cate both  St.  Cyprian  and  St.  Firmiiian  the  learned 
Bifhop  of  Cefarea  and  other  Prelates,  who  thought  the 
feaj>tifm  of  feftaries,  invalid,  he  did  not  put  the  threat  in 
execution  :  of  this  we  have  the  teftimonies  of  Eufe- 
bias  and  St.  Auftin.    The  former  fays,  Lib.  7.  Cap.  5. 
-that  St.  Dym/fius  of  Alexandria  interceded  ancl  obtain- 
ed a  reipite  ;  and  St.  Aujiin  lays  :  \  $t£phai.xhQu^t 
"  -of  excommunicating .  them  ,  .  .  ....  butr^^ng  $udu* 

"  -ed  with  tfce> -bowels  of  holy  chanty  .he, judged ..ft,  bet- 
ter to  abide  in  union  .  .....  .  -the  rxace  of  Qhri& 

"  •was  victor  iou.;  in  their  hearts."  | 

The  Ex.  fays,  p.  75,  that  the  high  authority  &f  the 
S.se  of.Rome  was  totally  unknown  for  many  -centuries 
after  Chrift  ;  and  p.  7  7*,  he  tells  us  that  St.  Iranus  and 
other  Prelates  early  exprefTed  their  refentment  tfmd 
cenfure  againft  thefe  encroachments — did  they  exprefs 
their  refentment  againft  a  thing  thai  was  totally  un- 
*known  ?  St.  Ircenus  is  a  writer  of  the  fecond  century  : 
•he  feverely  cenflired  what  he  thought  an  inexpedient 
and  ill-timed  exercife  of  Pop&Viclors jurifdicfion,  wlio 
ferioufly  threatened,  if  he  did  not  actually  excommuni- 
cate the  oriental  Bifhops  for  celebrating  Eafteron  the 
-fame  day  with  the  Jews  ;  but  no  man  was  more  fub- 
,miffive  to  that  very  authority,  the  abufe  of  which  he 
cenfure.d  than  Ir&nus  himfelf. 

How  .this  Ex.  has  difcovered  the  ignorance  of  thefe 
early  times  is  not  eafy  to  furmife  :  he  does  not  feem  to 
have  read  a  line  of  the  works  of  thefe  celebrated  wri- 
ters, whom  the  Cliiiftian  world  revered.  Does  he  in- 
tend  to  perfuade  us  that  thefe  men  who  were  threaten- 
ed with  an  excommunication  knew  nothing  of  the 
Pope's  - authority  } 

The 
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The  Ex.  ftates  the  immoral  lives  of  forne  Popes  ass- 
ail objection  to  their  jurifdiction.  This  objection  de- 
ferves  no  anfwer :  the  heathens  knew  that  the  powers 
of  public  men  did  not  depend  on  their  perfonal  quali- 
ties :  virtue  adorns  the  man,  and  vice  disfigures  himy 
but  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  gives  the  powers  of 
office  or  deftroys  them. 

In  his  abufe  of  Popes  he  agrees  with  his  ally — that's 
a  favourite  theme.  This  eminent  writer  from  whom 
they  borrow, is  in  all  appearance  the  infamoufly  famous 
retailer  of  flander,  Bower,  or  Aretin  of  impudent 
memory.  If  the  Ex.  or  his  aflociate  had  ftudied 
ethics,  they  would  have  known  that  the  man,  who  in 
order  to  defame,  confidently  advances  that  for  truth, 
which  Ire  does  not  know  to  be  truth,  is  a  calumniator, 
a  term  which  is  in  a  particular  manner  applied  to  the 
enemy  of  man..  All  vague  affertions  only  expofe  the 
malevolence  of  the  writer  ;  they  require  no  refutation. 

The  Ex.  under  pretence  of  inftructing  Mr.  B.  be- 
trays the  moft  profound  ignorance  of  hiftory.  Mr.  B. 
did  not  want  to  be  informed  that  the  Popes  were  elecl- 
ed  by  the  Clergy  with  the  con  fen  t  and  approbation  of 
the  people,  and  in  latter  times  with  the  con-fen t  of  the 
Emperor  before  the  kiftitution  cf  Cardinals  ;  but  the 
writer  informs  this  Ex.  that  the  General  Aficmbly  at; 
Rome  were  heathens  for  near  300  years  after  the 
death  of  Chrift  ;  that  during  that  period  neither  the  no- 
bility nor  burgeffes  had  any  thing  to  do  with  the  elec- 
tions of  Popes :  they  were  elected  by  the  Clergy  and  the 
Bifhops  of  the  adjacent  Sees,  as  were  all  Catholic  Bi- 
fhops  during  that  interval.  He  alfo  begs  leave  to  in- 
form this  Ex.  that  fpirituai  powers  are  not  conferred 
by  meer  election,  which  only  defignatcs  the  perlon 
thought  the  beft  qualified  for  the  office  by  the  electors  : 
but  by  the  external  ceremony  of  inauguration  and 
conlecration  initituted  by  J.  Chrift,  from  whom  ail  fpi- 
rituai powers  are  derived, 

This  Ex.  who  believes  nothing  but  what  is  expref* 

fly 


208 

fly  declared  in  Scripture,  will  find  nc»  fuch  right  as  that 
of  appointing  their  fpiritual  Paftors  given  to  laymen: 
in  the  Old  Teftament,  Mofes,  who  was  himfelf  a 
prieft,  by  the  exprefs  order  of  God  anointed  Aaron  and 
his  fon  Eleafar  after  him  without  confulting  the  peo- 
ple ;  and  during  the  Jewifh  difpenfation  the  priefthood 
was  exclusively  confined  to  the  family  of  Aaron.  The 
prince  and  people  fometimes  removed  one  of  that  fa* 
mily  from  his  office  and  fubfHtuted  another  of  the 
fame  family  ;  but  they  never  pretended  to  confecratc 
the  prieft,  or  confer  on  him  the  powers  which  were 
exclufively  confined  to  the  prieftlv  office:  in  the  new 
law  J.  Chrift  himfelf  in  perfon  chofe  his  Apoftles,  con* 
ferred  on  them  their  fpiritual  powers,  and  fent  them 
in  the  fame  manner  to  inftitute  other  minifters  of  his 
church  :  "  as  the  father  fent  me  fo  I  fend  you." — John 
xxi.  That  is,  as  the  father  fent  me  to  preach  and 
teach  and  to  appoint  others,  fo  I  alfo  fend  you  to  preach 
and  teach  and  appoint  others  in  the  fame  manner. 
Thus  the  Apoftles  underftood  him, — hence  we  find 
them  inftituting  minifters  in  the  different  churches, 
which  they  founded,  and  authorizing  Paftors  without 
confulting  the  people. — Acts  xiv.  25.  Kemonitius  and 
his  aflbciates  pretend  that  the  participle  Cheirotonifan-* 
tes  iignifies  to  elecl:  by  holding  up  hands;  if  fo  the 
Apoftles  elected  the  minifters  by  holding  up  their 
own  hands;  becaufe  Cheirotonef antes  is  faid  oi  Paul 
and  Barnaby,  not  of  the  people.  To  pafs  unnoticed 
the  arrogance  of  a  fmatterer  in  Greek,  who,  becaufe 
with  the  affiftance  of  his  Grammar  and  Lexicon  he 
makes  a  fhift  to  tranflate  a  few  lines  of  Anacreon  or 
Euripides,  thinks  he  knows  the  force  of  the  Greek 
terms  better  than  a  Chryfojiom,  a  Greek  author  whofe 
ftyle  is  compared  to  that  of  Plato,  by  fome  judges.  St. 
Chryfojlom  in  his  14th  Homily  explaining  the  A£ts  of 
the  Apoftles,  on  his  text  fays :  "  touto  ejii  Cheirotonia" 
That  is  ordination.  And  in  his  10th  Homily  on  thefirft 
Epiftle  to  Timothy  he  alks  why  the  Apoftle  after  ha- 
ving 
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ving  enumerated  the  qualifications  of  a  Bifhop,  pafies 
immediately  to  the  Deacon?  to  which  he  replies,  that 
the  qualifications  of  the  Birhop  and  the  Prieft  are 
fimilar,  as  the  Biftiop  lurpafles  the  Pneft  but  b  toe 
power  of  ordination:  ten  gar  Clieirotoneian  monen 
"  anabekekaji" 

The  Council  of  Nice  complied  of  Greek  and  Afi- 
atic  Prelates,  makes  ufe  of  the  fame  term  Ckeirotoneia 
to  fignify  ordination  in  their  letter  to  the  Chuch  of 
Alexandria,  which  Thcodorct*  a  Greek  writer  of  note, 
gives  in  hiftory.  Lib.  I.  v.  Cap.  9.  The  Prelates  fay 
of  Melei ins,  that  he  fhali  have  no  authority  to  oive 
ordination  Cheirotenia,  or  to  advance  any  man  to  any 
ecclefiaftical  function.  If  this  ri^ht  belonged  to  the 
people,  the  Council  would  have  been  very  wrong  in 
depriving  Meletius  that  Egyptian  Bifhop,  of  a  right 
vefted  not  in  him  but  in  others.  In  them  early  days, 
tho'  there  were  fome  reformers  but  not  of  the  modern 
fchool,  'twas  thought  that  the  right  of  instituting  fub- 
bordinate  paftors  was  vefted  in  the  chief  Paftors;  the 
lheep  had  not  yet  learnt  to  conduct  the  fhepherd. 

This  is  fo  true  that  though  the  immediate  office  of 
the  firft  Deacons  was  to  Superintend  the  distribution  of 
alms,  the  Apoftles  directed  the  people  to  chufe  men, 
whom  they  thought  beft  qualified  for  that  purpofe  ; 
but  referved  to  themfelves  the  right  of  inftitutinp- 
them:  "  'tis  not  right,  fay  the  Apoftles,  that  we 
"  Should  neglect  the  word  of  God  to  ferve  at  the  tables, 
"  confider  therefore  brethren  feven  men,  having  good 

"  teftimony  from  yourfelves  whom  we  may 

"  conftitute  over  this  neceiTary  work  :  ous  katajiefomen 
"  epi  tcs  chereias  tautes  ;" — Acts  vi.  c2,  3. — but  the  mi- 
nifters  of  the  altar  were  instituted  by  the  Apoftles  with- 
out confulting  the  people;  and  ftrangers  frequently  Sent 
from  afar,  who  wrere  not  known  to  the  people.  St.  Paul 
gives  repeated  inftru6iions  to  his  difciple  Timothy,  Abp. 
ofEphefus,  on  that  fubject;  and  telis  Titus  another  of 
his  difciples  that  he  had  left  him  at  Crete  exprefsly  to 
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correct  what  was  wanted  there,  and  conftitute  pnefts 
over  the  cities  of  that  jurifdiction  according  to  the  di- 
rections which  he  (the  Apoftle)  had  given  him  :  "  ina 
**  kataflefes  kata  Polin  Prejbuterous" 

We  know  from  authentic  hiftory,  not  from  heathen 
poets  or  philofophers,  that  Linus  was  appointed  Bifhop 
of  Rome.  By  the  Apoftles  Pete?'  and  Paul. — Iren* 
3i  Lib.  3.  Cap.  3,  that  Polycarp  was  inftituted  Bifhop 
of  Smyrna,  by  the  Apoftle  St.  John. — Tert.  de  Pras. 

Eufebhts  informs  us  that  Timothy  was  inftituted  Bi- 
fhop of  Epheius,  and  Titus  Bifhop  of  Crete,  by  the 
Apoftle  Paul. — Lib.  3.  Cap.  4. 

Nicephorous  fays,  that  a  certain  Plato  was  inftituted 
Bifhop  of  a  town  of  barbarians  named  Mirmena,  by 
the  Apoftle  St.  Matthew  ;  that  St..  Mark  was  made 
Bithop  of  Alexandria  by  St  Peter. 

We  know  from  Leo  the  Great — Epist.  ad  Dios.  81, 
that  a  right  of  kirTrage  even  in  the  elections  of  particu- 
lar Bifhops  was  neither  affumed  nor  claimed  by  the 
laity  in  the  early  ages  of  the  Church ;  their  teftimony 
of  the  man's  morals  was  admitted ;  but  the  right  of 
election  was  confined  to  the  Bilhops  of  the  province 
and  the  clergy  of  the  vacant  Church.  St.  Paul  in  his 
inftructions  to  Timothy  requires  the  teftimony  even  of 
thefe,  who  were  not  of  the  Church  :  u  he  ought  to 
u  have  a  good  teftimony  from  thofe,  who  are  without, 
64  leaft  he  fall  into  reproach  — iii.  6. — The  Apoftle 
gives  no  inftructions  to  the  laity  about  the  election  of 
ipiritual  Paftors  :  he  knew  'twas  not  their  bufinefs. 

From  giving  teftimony  of  the  morals  of  candidate^ 
in  ibme  Churches  the  laity  began  to  pretend  a  right  to 
vote  on  elections,  which  was  confidered,  as  'twas  in  rea- 
lity, an  abufe, and  checked:  the  13th  Canon  of  the 
Council  of  Laodicea  in  Phrygia  prohibits  it  in  thefe 
terms :  r'  It  muft  not  be  permitted  to  the  multitude  to 
~4  make  the  election  of  thofe,  who  are  to  be  promoted 
w  to  the  priefthood."  And  in  the  fecond  Council  of 
Nice,  third  Canon,,  an  election  made  by  magiftrates  is 
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declared  null :  "  every  eledion  of  Bifhop,  Prieft,  or 
"  Deacon,  by  magiftrates  is  to  remain  null ;  for  he 
"  who  is  promoted  to  a  Bifhoprick  mufl  be  elected  bv 
Bifhops." 

There  is  no  prohibition  to  be  found  again  ft  the 
laity,  either  princes  or  people,  which  forbids  them  to 
ordain  Bimops  or  Priefts  :  fuch  an  extravagant  af- 
fumption,  or  rather  impudent  ufurpation  of  power,  ne- 
ver crofled  the  wildeft  imagination  before  the  aera  of 
Luther :  an  unfortunate  period,  fruitful  in  monltrous 
abfurdities  ;  producliveof  all  the  different  feds,  which 
now  disfigure  the  face  of  Chriftianity,  and  are  conti- 
nually encreafin^. 

The  abule  which  this  Ex.  lavifhes  not  only  on 
Popes  but  on  the  whole  body  of  the  Catholic  Clergy, 
of  whom  perhaps  he  does  not  know  a  fingle  man  is 
refuted  by  contempt :  flander  is  no  fubftitute  to  argu- 
ment. 

In  his  xith.  Proposition  the  Ex.  pretends  to  prove 
from  the  internal  evidence  of  Catholic  doclrine  that 
there  is  no  infallibility  in  the  Catholic  Church.  His 
reafoning  on  the  iubjecT:  is  extremely  curious  :  "  if  it 
"  be  laid,  (fays  he,  p.  80,)  that  the  Church  is  infal- 
6i  lible  her  decifions  muft  be  right  however  abfurd  cr 
"  weak  they  may  be."  He  feems  to  forget  that  infal- 
libility excludes  abfurdity  ;  that  to  couple  them  toge- 
ther in  the  fame  phrafe  is  nonfenfe.  He  might  reaion 
in  the  lame  manner  againft  the  infallibility  of  J.  Chrifr, 
with  equal  force  and  propriety  :  thus  if  J.  Chrift  be 
infallible  his  decifions  mult  be  right,  however  abmrd 
or  wicked  ;  he's  told  that  infallibility  removes  the  idea 
of  abfurdity  and  wickedneis. 

Learned  writers,  fays  the  Ex.  have  proved  that 
Rome  impofes  dodtrines  contrary  to  Scripture.  By 
learned  writers  he  feems  to  underfland  fome  pedagogues 
muttering  a  few  words  of  Greek  and  Latin  to  an  ad- 
miring populace,  and  declaiming  againft  the  harlot  of 
Babylon.    When  thefe  proofs  are  produced  we  lhall 
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difclifs  thetn.  Hitherto  we  have  feen  nothing  like 
proof. 

The  Ex.  inftances  one  doctrine  contrary  to  Scrip- 
ture as  he  imagines,  that  is  the  invocation  of  faints  and 
angels.  In  proof  of  this  he  mufters  up  a  number  of 
texts  to  (hew  that  lovereign  homage  is  due  to  God 
alone,  what  no  Catholic  ever  denied  or  even  doubted. 
He  adds  with  iome  confidence,  that  there  is  not  an  in- 
ftance  in  Scripture  of  anv  man's  invoking  either  Saint 
or  Angel.  This  is  not  the  fir  ft  fpecimen  he  has  given 
of  the  moft  profound  ignorance  of  this  very  Scripture, 
ill  which  he  muft  find  all  truths  of  religion.  Let  him 
read  the  forty  eighth  chapter  of  Genefis,  and  he  will 
fee  the  patriarch  Jacob,  a  man  of  fome  authority,  feri- 
oufly  and  folemnlv  invoking  an  angel,  and  acknow- 
ledging his  protection  through  life  :  "  may  the  angel  of 
"  the  Lord,  who  delivered  me  from  all  evil  bleis  thefe 
"  boys  :v — "  ha  M aleak  ha  goel  othimi  calrahjibraek 
"  tilt  ha  Naariim."  Gen.  lviii.  1(5. — Would  the  Ex. 
permit  this  holy  patriarch,  who  candidly  acknowledges 
that  the  angel  had  delivered  him  from  every  evil,  to 
lay  once  in  his  life:  Holy  Angel  pray  for  me?  or 
Holy  Angel  protect  me  ?  The  patriarch  done  tome- 
thing  more,  for  we  read  in  the  thirty-fecond  of  Genefis, 
that  he  prayed  dgi  Angel  to  bleis  him,  and  Alofes,  a 
man  of  iome  credit  adds,  "  that  the  Angel  did  blefs 
"  him:" — "  vajibarek  of  ho  (ham." 

Has  not  this  Ex,  read  the  exprefs  order  given  by 
God  himielf  to  the  Jews  ?  u  Behold,  I  fend  my  Angel 
"  to  protect:  you  m  the  way,  and  to  conduct  you  to  the 
"  place  which  I  have  prepared.  Beware  of  him  and 
"  hear  his  voice  ;  don't  neglect  him  for  he  will  not  bear 
"  your  prevarications,  my  name  is  in  him  "  Hijlia- 
"  trier  mi  Phanaio  ve  fhernah  Be  colo  a  I  thamer  Boki  lo 
"  jifa  ie  phi/hah  chem  kijhemi  be  kirbo"  Though  this 
Angel  was  expreisly  lent  to  protect  and  conduct 'the 
jews,  and  they  were  flrictly  ordered  to  hear  and  obey 
him,  £liey  could  not  without  idolatry  in  our  Ex'rs. 
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opinion  fay  :  Holy  Angel  protect  us:  This  is  a  ft  retch 
of  ftupidity — it  baffles  defcription. 

That  the  Angels  do  pray  for  us,  we  know  from  fe- 
veral  palfages  in  Scripture  :  in  the  prophecy  of  Zacha- 
rias  we  read  :  i.  12.  "  And  the  i\ngel  replied  and 
"  laid,  O  Lord  of  Hofts,  how  long  wilt  thou  not  have 
"mercy on  Jerufalem  and  the  cities  of  Juda,  with 
"  which  thou  haft  been  angry  now  thefe  TO  years."— 
"  ve  jahan  Ala  leak  Jehovah  vajomar  Jehovah  tofibaoth 
"  had  Afathai  Attha  lo  therechem  eih  Jeru/halem  veeth 
u  ha  rei  jehoudah  ajlier  zehemathazehfoihebim  JhanaJi." 

The  Angels  carried  the  foul  of  Lazarus  to  the  place 
of  reft. — Lukexvi.  c23. 

At  the  laft  day  Chrift  will  fend  his  Angels  and  they 
will  collet  his  elect  from  the  four  winds,  and  from  the 
fummit  of  the  Leavens. — Matt.  xxiv.  31. 

St.  John  faw  an  Angel  offering  to  God  the  prayers 
of  the  Saints. —  Rev.  viii.  3,4. 

That  the  Saints  arefimilar  to  the  Angels  we  know 
from  theexprefs  declaration  of  J.  Chrift:  "  they  are  as 
"  the  Angels  of  God  in  Heaven  :" — "  os  Angeloi  tou 
"  theou  en  ourano  eiji" — Matt.  xxii.    "  They  are 

"  equal  to  the  Angels." — "  if  angeloi  gar  ciji"*  

Luke  xx. 

As  power  is  given  to  the  Angels  over  nations,  io 
power  is  given  to  the  Saints  who  live  with  Chrift. 
This  truth  is  exprelsly  revealed  bv  St.  John  : — "  To 
"  him  who  overcomes  and  obferves  my  works  to  the 
"  end,  will  I  give  power  over  nations,  and  he  will  rule 
"  them  with  a  rod  of  iron." — Rev.  ii.  <26,  c27. 

St.  Paul  feverely  ceniures  a  fuperftitious  worfliip 
which  was  paid  to  the  Angels  by  the  Collofians,  decei- 
ved by  fome  falfe  teachers,  who  induced  them  to  be- 
lieve that  there  was  no  acceis  to  God  but  through  the 
mediation  of  the  Angels,  thereby  deftroying  the  media- 
torftiip  of  J.  Chrift,  through  whom  alone  and  exclu- 
fivel y  the  Apoftle  fliews  in  the  firft  and  fecond  chapter 
of  his  Epiftle,  we  have  acceis  to  God ;  and  that  he  is 
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the  head  of  Angels  as  of  men.  Of  this  truth  no  Ca- 
tholic ever  doubted ;  nor  did  any  Catholic  ever  pray 
to  an  Angel  or  Saint  as  to  a  Mediator,  but  fimply  as 
an  interceffor,  whole  prayers  are  more  acceptable  to 
God  than  ours.  To  God  we  pray  for  mercy,  grace, 
and  glory,  which  we  hope  to  obtain  through  the  medi- 
atorfhip  of  Jeius  Chrift;  to  the  Angels  we  pray  for 
none  of  thefe  graces  :  we  alk  their  prayers  as  more  ef- 
fectual than  ours,  and  we  have  already  fhewn  that  they 
pray  for  us  inceffantly.  Hence  a  religious  honor 
has  been  at  all  times  paid  to  them,  of  this  we 
have  many  inftances  in  the  Scriptures  befides  thefe 
already  adduced ;  Jofue  being  told  by  the  Angel  that 
he  was  Prince  of  the  army  of  the  Lord,  fell  on  his  face 
and  adored  the  Angel:  "  jiphol  Jehojliua  el  phanaio, 
"  vajisthacon"  Jofue  could  not  miftake  the  Angel  for 
his  God,  becaufe  the  Angel  had  told  him  that  hehim- 
ielf  was  chief  of  the  army  of  God  :  "  ani  far  tfiba  Je- 
"  hovah" — Jos.  v.  The  Angel  exacled  a  yet  greater 
homage  :  he  ordered  Jofue  to  loofe  his  fhoes  from  his 
feet,  becaufe  the  place  on  which  he  flood  was  holy,  and 
Jofue  done  as  he  was  ordered. 

The  place  was  not  other  wife  holy,  but  becaufe 'twas 
fancrified  by  the  prefence  of  the  Angel. 

We  find  John  the  Evangelift  falling  proftrate  before 
the  Angel,  ( fee  ixtfa.  of  Rev.)  The  Ex.  who  is  Angu- 
larly unlucky  in  his  references,  fays,  the  Angel  refuled 
to  receive  this  homage — true,  the  Angel  did,  and  there- 
by commends  his  modefty  and  humility  in  refufing  to 
receive  luch  homage  from  fo  great  and  highly  favour- 
ed  an  ApofUe  as  St.  John,  the  beloved  dilciple  of  Je- 
fus  Chrilt;  but  he  will  permit  us  to  believe  that  St. 
John  knew  iomething  of  the  Chriftian  religion ;  that 
bethought  he  might  without  being  guilty  of  idolatry 
pay  a  reverential  worfhip  to  the  Angel  ?  if  not,  St. 
John  was  highly  criminal  in  repeating  the  offence  : 
for  he  tells  us  that  again  when  the  virion  was  finished: 
44  I  John,  who  heard  and  faw  thefe  things;  and  after 
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"  I  had  heard  and  feen  I  fell  to  adore  before  the  feet  of 
"  the  Angel  who  (hewed  me  thefe  things." — Rev.  xvii. 
St.  John  was  therefore  convinced  that  the  Angel's 
modefty  did  not  free  him  from  the  obligation  of  pay- 
ing honor  to  whom  honor  is  due,  according  to  that  in- 
ftruction  of  St.  Paul  to  the  Romans. — xiii.  7.  This 
maxim  which  the  Apoftle  practifed  he  taught :  Origen, 
a  very  early  and  well  informed  writer  fpeaks  of  it  as 
an  univerfal  practice  in  the  Church :  "  the  Angel  of 
"  the  Chriftian  offers  his  prayers  to  God  through  the 
"  only  High  Priefr,  (J.  C.)  himfelf,  alfo  praying 
u  for  him,  who  is  committed  to  his  charge." — Lib.  8. 
Cen.  Celfum.  In  the  fifth  book  he  fays,  "  that  the 
"  Angels  carry  up  our  prayers  to  God,  and  bring  down 
his  bleffings  to  us  ;  in  his  firft  Homily  on  Ezekiel,  he 
offers  a  prayer  to  the  Angel  of  a  perfon  who  is  going  to 
be  baptized  that  the  Angel  would  inftruct  him. 

The  holy  martyr  Nemefian  and  his  companions 
writing  to  St.  Cyprian,  fay,  w  let  us  afiift  each  other 
"  by  our  prayers,  and  beg  that  we  may  have  God 
"  and  Chrift,  and  the  Angels  favourers  in  all  our  ac- 
"  tions."— Ep.  Cy.  77. 

Gregory  Nazianzen  fays  :  u  the  angelical  powers 
"  are  a  fuccour  to  us  in  all  that's  good." — Orat.  4  xk 
In  his  poems  he  prays  the  good  Angels  to  receive  his 
"  foul  at  the  hour  of  his  death." — Cam.  C2C2. 

To  avoid  prolixity  let  the  Ex.  and  his  friends  take 
Jofeph  Medes  teftimony.  This  zealous  Proteftant,  in 
order  to  (hew  that  the  Papal  power  was  the  kingdom 
of  Antichrift,  has  collected  the  concurring  teftimony  of 
many  early  writers  in  fupport  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
invocation  of  Saints  and  Angels. — Book  3.  Ep.  \6.  &c* 

In  his  expofition  of  the  Prophet  Daniel,  explaining 
thefe  words  of  the  prophecy :  "  and  he  adored  the 
"  God  Maozim,  and  he  will  raife  forts  to  MaozimS* 
Mede  in  thefe  words  difcovers  the  Pope  to  be  Anti- 
chrift, and  the  Saints  the  forts  of  Maozim.  Why  fo  r 
Becaufe,  fays  he,  Bafil  preached  to  the  people  that  the 
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relics  of  the  forty  martyrs  were  towers  by  which  the 
city  was  defended; — Ora.  in  40.  Mar. — and  Chryfof- 
torn  laid,  Horn.  32.  ad  Rom, — "  That  the  relics  of  St. 
"  Peter  and  St.  Paul  were  to  the  city  of  Rome  towers 
"  more  allured  than  ten  thoufand  ramparts."  Mede 
fays  that  St.  Hilary  found  ramparts  in  the  Angels  ;  he 
cites  St.  Gregory,  of  NyfTa,  Gennadius,  Evagrius,  En* 
cher,  Theodoret,  and  the  liturgy  of  the  Greeks  to  the 
fame  purpole.  To  thefe  Juricu,  not  lefs  zealous  than 
Mede,  and  equally  intent  on  proving  the  Pope  to  be 
Antichrift,  and  that  his  reign  would  continue  but  1260 
years,  adds  St.  Ambrofe,  who  faid  that  the  martyrs 
Sts.  Jervais  and  Protais  were  the  tutelar  angels  of  Mz- 
lan,  he  might  have  added  St.  Gregory,  St.  Jerom,  St. 
Avftin,  the  author  of  that  Chapter  of  the  Book  of 
Kings,  in  which  'tis  related  that  a  dead  man  was  rai- 
fed  to  life  by  touching  the  prophet  Elijhas  bones,  4  b.of 
Kings,  xiii.  21.  The  pious  King  ]o/ias  who  refpedted 
the  bones  of  the  prophet,  who  had  foretold  the  de- 
ft ruction  of  Bethel — 4  b.  of  Kings,  xxiii.  18. — and 
Wlofes  himfelf  who  returning  from  Egypt,  took  with 
him  the  bones  of  the  great  patriarch  jofeph ;  in  a 
word  all  thefe  great  men  of  primitive  times,  whom  the 
world  has,  does3  and  will  continue  to  revere,  whilft 
the  prophecies  of  Mede,  of  Jurieu  of  Luther  himfelf, 
and  a  croud  of  fcribbling  enthufiafts  amufe  children 
and  old  wives,  and  afford  a  fubject  of  contempt  and 
derifion  to  all  men  of  real  fcience. 

Are  we  allured,  (fays  the  Ex.  p.  82.)  that  the  An- 
gels are  in  a  fituation  to  hear  us?  We  are  affured  by 
j.  Chrift  ill  very  plain  language  that  they  rejoice  at  the 
conversion  of  a  finner  ; — Luke  xv.  10. — and  common 
fenfe  allures  us  that  they  don't  rejoice  at  an  event  of 
which  thev  know  nothing:  two  things  therefore 
they  muft  know :  who  are  finners,  and  who  are  fincere 
converts  :  for  no  reaibn  can  be  afTigned  why  their 
knowledge  mould  be  confined  to  a  particular  finner . . . 

'Tis  matter  of  furprife  how  the  firft  reformers 
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could  have  prevailed  on  their  deluded  followers  to  be* 
lievethat  wc  Catholics  who  publicly  profels  our  faith 
in  one  God,  mould  notwithstanding  adore  many  Gods  ; 
or  that,  whilft  we  know,  and  confefs,  that  fovereigu 
homage  and  fupreme  worfhip  is  due  to  the  Creator 
alone,  we  mould  pay  this  homage  to  any  of  his  crea- 
tures. The  abfurdity  is  fo  grofs,  that  wre  can't  fuffi- 
ciently  admire  the  ftupidity  of  thefe  who  permit  them- 
felves  to  be  duped  by  it;  but  'tis  a  prodigy,  that  this 
fcaffblding,  however  necelTary  to  the  architects  of  that 
work  of  darknefs,  which  mifreprefentation  had  formed, 
fliould  yet  continue  notwithftanding  the  numberlefs 
differtations  publimed  by  Catholic  writers,  in  which 
the  efTential  difference  between  the  veneration,  which 
we  Catholics  have  for  Angels  and  Saints,  and  the  re- 
lative  relpect  we  (hew  their  relics  and  images,  and 
that  fovereign  homage  and  fupreme  honor  which  we 
pay  our  God,  is  fo  clearly  ftated  that  even  ignorance 
cannot  miftake  it.  There  muft  be  fome  hideous  de- 
formities in  the  work,  when  fcaffblding  of  fuch  mon- 
ftrous  afpe6t  is  found  neceffary  to  conceal  them. 

The  very  form  of  prayer  which  we  make  to  the 
Virgin  and  other  Saints  carries  its  j unification :  Holy 
Mary  pray  for  us.  Such  a  form  of  prayer  add  relied 
to  Almighty  God  would  be  downright  blafphemy — an 
abomination.  Why  fo  ?  becauie  a  prayer  in  this  form 
mews  we  confider  the  perfon  to  whom  'tis  addrelfed  as 
dependent  on  the  will  of  a  fuperior  power.  If  at  any 
time  a  Catholic  mould  offer  a  petition  to  an  Angel  or 
Saint  in  a  more  abfolute  form,  the  fenfe  in  which  'tis 
underftood  is  manifeft  from  the  fubjecl  matter.  There 
are  many  examples  in  fcripture:  'tis  faid  of  Jofue  :■ — 
"  was  not  the  fun  flopped  in  his  anger,  and  one  day 
"  made  as  two?"  Etc.  46.  4.  ;  of  Eiias :  "  that  he 
"  caft  down  lire  from  heaven  thrice :"  xlviii.  3.  "  that 
"  he  raifed  a  dead  man  from  below,  from  the  lot 
"  of  death,"  ibid.  5  :  of  Eli/ha :  "  that  in  his  life  he 
"  did  great  wonders,  and  miracles  in  his  death,"  ibid. 

E  e  "  that 


/ 

218 

"  that  his  dead  body  prophefied,  alluding  to  the  man 
who  was  enlivened  by  his  bones."  'Tis  laid  of  him, 
c2  Kings,  viii.  1.  "  FJijlia  fpoke  to  the  woman  whofe 
"  child  he  had  made  to  live,"  that  is,  railed  from  the 
dead,  as  is  related  cli.  iv.  and  in  the  viiith.  the  infpireel 
writer  fays;  "  as  Giezi  related  to  the  King  how  Eli/fia 
"  had  railed  a  dead  man,  the  woman  appeared  whofe 
"  child  he  had  raifed  to  life."  This  mode  of 
fjeaking  is  not  uncommon  in  the  New  Teftament : 
thus  Affs  v.  12.  we  read  :  by  the  hands  of  the  Apof- 
"  ties  many  figns  and  prodigies,  femeia  hai  terata: 
"  were  wrought  among  the  people."  Did  the  facred 
penman  think  that  iofite  had  any  power  to  flop  the 
courieof  the  fun  ?  Elias  any  power  to  bring  down  fire 
from  the  heaven?  He  or  Elijlia  any  power  to  raifc 
the  dead  ?  or  that  in  the  hands  of  the  Apofiles  there 
was  any  power  to  work  fuch  figns  and  prodigies  ?  No, 
but  the  lubjedi  matter  explained  the  ienfe  in  which 
their  words  muft  be  underftood  :  that  all  thefe  mira- 
cles were  wrought  by  God  at  the  inftance  of  his  fer- 
vants,  whoie  veracity  and  lanclity  he  thus  attefled ;, 
hence  the  infpired  writers  afcribed  to  the  Saints 
themielves  thefe  miracles,  which  God  wrought  by  their 
miniftry. 

That  a  religious  refpeft  is  due  and  was  always 
(hewn  to  Angels,  Saints,  relics  and  images  of  Saints, is 
manifeflly  revealed  in  Scripture;  we  find,  the  Patri- 
arch Jacob  praying  an  Angel  to  blefs  him.  Gen.  xxxii. 
Jqfue  adoring  an  Angel.  Jos.  v.  The  Evangelift  St. 
John  proftrating  himielf  more  than  once  before  the 
Angel  who  fpoke  to  him.  Rev.  xvii. 

We  have  forae  finking  examples  of  the  religious  ref- 
pe<5i  (hewn  to  Saints  both  in  the  Old  and  New  Tefia- 
ment  $  'tis  laid  of  Elias,  1  Kings,  xvii.  that:  "When 
*f  Jhdias  was  in  the  way  Elias  met  him,  who,  when 
li  he  knew  him/fell  on  his  face  and  laid :  this  you,  my 
"  Lord  Elias  and  2  Kings,  i.  'tis  laid  that  after 
fire  from  heaven  had  cpniumed  two  Captains  and  their 
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companies  in  puniihment  of  their  difrefpec!  to  the 
Prophet,  a  third  being  lent  by  the  King,  "  he  bent  his 

"  knees  before  Elias,  and  prayed  him,  laying  

"  now  I  befeech  you  have  mercy  on  my  foul,  and  on 
"  the  fouls  of  thefe  fifty  men."  Or  as  it  is  in  the 
Hebrew  text  :  thxcar  na  naph/hi  ve  nephefli  abadtika 
elleh  chamijhim  be  heneika.  Let  my  life  and  the  life 
of  thy  fervants  thefe  fifty,  be  of  fame  value  in  thy  eyes. 
In  the  Acls  of  the  Apoflles  'tis  related  that  the  Apoi- 
tles  were  together  in  Solomon's  porch,  but  that  none 
of  the  faithful  dared  to  join  company  with  them,  "  the 
"  people  magnified  them:"  Acts.v*  13.  The  refpeci 
fhewn  the  Prophets  and  the  Apoftles  muft  have  been 
of  a  religious  nature  ;  they  poffelTed  no  power  or  place 
under  Government,  to  which  a  civil  reipe£t  is  due. 

In  like  manner  we  read  that  the  greateit.  poffible  re- 
fpecl  was  paid  to  the  Ark  of  the  Covenant,  which  was 
but  an  image  of  the  throne  of  God5  and  the  moft  exem- 
plary puniihment  inflicled  on  thofe  who  failed  in  that 
relpecl.  This  puniihment  was  extended  even  to  the 
heathens  :  "  The  Ark  of  the  God  of  Ifrael,  laid  they, 
"  mail  not  ftay  with  us  ;  for  his  hand  is  heavy  upon 
"  us,  and  upon  Dagon  our  God,"  1  Sam.  v.  And 
in  the  next  chapter  we  fee  that  50,000  Jews  were 
ftruck  with  death  for  fome  irreverence  towards  the 
Ark.  God  alfo  punifhed  Oza  with  death  for  pre  ti- 
ming to  put  his  hand  to  the  Ark:  "  And  the  itidigna- 
"  tion  of  the  Lord  was  kindled  againft  Oza,  and  he 
"  ftruck  him  for  his  raflinefs,  and  he  died  there  before 
"  the  Ark  of  God."  2  Sam.  vi.  7. 

We  know  the  veneration  which  was  conceived  for 
the  Brazen  Serpent,  on  which  who  ever  looked  when 
bit  by  the  fiery  ferpents,  was  inftantly  healed. — Num. 
Xxi.  The  Saviour  informs  us  that  this  terpen t  was  a 
figure  of  himfelf  on  his  Crols  :  u  as  Mofes  lifted  up  the 
^  ie  -pent  in  the  wildernefs,  k>  muft  the  Son  of  Man  be 
"  lifted  up?*— John  hi.  14. 

Thereipecl  and  veneration  fliewn  to  relics  and  mi- 
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racies  wrought  by  God  to  authorife  this  refpeft  is 
clearly  revealed  both  in  the  Old  and  New  Teftament: 
Mofes  going  out  of  Egypt  took  with  him  the  bones  of 
the  Patriarch  Jofeph,  Ex.  xiii.  Eli/Ita,  when  his  m af- 
ter Elias  was  tranflated  in  a  fiery  chariot  by  Angels, 
on  his  return  ftruck  the  waters  of  Jordan  with  the 
mantle  which  had  fallen  from  the  prophet,  faying : 
•*  where  now  is  the  God  of  Ellas  ....  and  the  waters 
were  divided  hither  and  thither, and  E///7itf  parTed  over.'* 
2  Kings,  ii.  14.  What  Catholic  ever  exprefled  fuch 
confidence  in  any  relic  as  this  holy  prophet  did  in  the 
mantle  of  Elias?  and  we  fee  God  wrought  a  flupen- 
dous  prodigy  to  authorize  this  confidence  and  atteit  the 
ianclity  of  his  iervant.  A  more  ftuj:endous  miracle 
was  wrought  to  atteft  the  fancnty  of  Eliftia  himfelf. 

'Tis  thus  related  by  the  mipired  writer  :  "  and  E/z- 
Jha  died  and  thev  buried  him,  and  plunderers  from 
u  Moab  came  into  the  land  the  fame  year,  and  fome  who 
"  were  burying  a  man  law  the  plunderers,  and  caft  the 
"  body  into  the  fepulchre  of  YLli/lia,  and  when  it  touch- 
"  ed  the  bones  of  Elijha  the  man  came  to  life  and 
"  flood  on  his  feet."  2  Kings,  xiii.  20,  21.  Would 
the  Ex.  permit  this  man,  who  was  raifed  from  the 
dead,  or  his  friends  to  have  fome  reipedt  for  theie  ve- 
nerable bones  to  which  he  was  fo  much  indebted. 

In  the  New  Teftament  we  find  many  miracles  af- 
cribed  to  relics :  thus  Acts  xix.  11. — 'r  God  wrought 
"  fpecial  miracles  by  the  hand  of  Paul,  fo  that  even 
"  there  were  brought  from  his  body  handkerchiefs  and 
"  aprons,  and  thedifeafes  departed  from  them  and  the 
"  wicked  fpirits  went  out  of  them."  If  one  of  thefe 
handkerchiefs  or  aprons  had  relieved  the  Ex.  from  a 
mortal  difeafe  would  he  have  thrown  it  afide  to  rot? 
would  he  (hew  no  ibrt  of  refpecl  to  an  inflrument  to 
which  he  was  indebted  for  a  continuation  of  life  ?  Why 
then  accule  us  Catholics  of  luperft ition  for  (hewing 
that  refpecl  to  the  relics  of  Saints,  which  he  himfelf  in 
fimilar  circumftances  would  have  (hewn,  and  mud 
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have  fliewn  if  he  retained  any  remains  of  gratitude  ? 
Dues  he  imagine  that  we  think  any  inanimate  creature 
poffeiTed  of  inherent  powers  of  action?  that  we  think 
relics  capable  of  producing  the  effects,  which  are  as- 
cribed to  them  ?  that  any  invifible  agent  refides  in 
them  ?  if  fo,  the  writer  begs  leave  to  undeceive  him, 
afluring  him  that  Catholics  were  in  pofleffion  of  com- 
mon fenfe  and  chriftianity  before  the  reformation  was 
thought  of ;  that  if  the  words  of  J.  Chrift  be  true,  they 
will  continue  pofTeiTed  of  both  after  the  reformation  is 
forgotten :  "  every  plant  which  my  heavenly  father  has 
"  not  planted  will  be  eradicated."  Pa/a  Phut  da  en  ouk 
"  ephuteufon  o  Pater  mou  ouranios  ekrifothefetai" — 
Matt.  xv.  13. 

The  Ex.  feems  furprifed  that  Mr.  B.  fhouid  object 
to  novelties  in  religion  :  novelty,  he  lays,  has  nothing 
to  do  with  truth.  No — but  novelties  of  man's  inven- 
tion are  not  revealed  truths;  they  are  not  truths  of  re- 
ligion. Does  he  pretend  to  confound  Newton's  Aftro- 
nomieal  Diicove.ies,  or  Prieftly's  Lectures  on  Electa  * 
citv,  with  Truths  of  Religion  ?  All  novelties  are  meer 
qtuman  inventions ;  they  were  not  taught  by  J.  Chrift, 
nor  did  he  order  his  minifters  to  teach  them:  his  terms 
are  :  "  teaching  them  to  obferve  all  things  whatfoever 
"  I  have  commanded  you."  Matt.  ult.  and  St.  John 
cLfing  the  Revelations,  fays  :  "  if  any  man  will  add 
"  to  thefe  things,  God  will  add  to  him  the  plagues 
K  written  in  this  book."    Rev.  alt.  18. 

St.  Jade  exhorts  the  faithful  toperfevere  in  the  faith 
once  delivered  to  the  Saintr,  St.  Juclc,  i.  He  did  not 
think  the  additions  of  every  fanatical  enthufiaft  necef- 
fary. 

The  Proteftant  religion,  fays  the  Ex.  p.  84,  taking 
the  Scriptures  for  its  only  rule  and  guide,  is  as  old  as 
Chriftianitv.  There  are  almoft  as  many  errors  in  this 
fliort  fentence  as  there  are  words.  The  New  Tefta- 
ment  fs  not  as  old  as  Chriftianity. — This  truth  re- 
quires no  proof ;  Chriftianity  was  eftablrfhed  before 
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there  was  a  line  of  the  New  Teftament  written  ;  parts 
of  it  were  written  forty  or  fifty  years  after.  The  Pro- 
teftant  does  not  take  the  Scriptures  for  a  fole  rule  of 
faith:  this  has  been  fhewn  to  demonftration  more 
than  once  already,  and  the  Ex.  himfelf  proves  in  the 
next  page  :  in  it  he  fays :  that  the  minifters  direct  their 
congregations  to  take  God's  word  for  their  law  ;  and 
that  reafon,  which  God  gave  them  for  their  guidance 
as  their  beft  interpreter ;  hence  'tis  evident  that  their 
own  interpretation  of  the  Scriptures,  or  as  he  had  laid 
elfewhere,  their  own  fancy,  is  their  fole  rule  of  faith; 
but  neither  their  interpretation  nor  their  fancy  is  the 
word  of  God,  and  the  man  who  thinks  it,  flatters  and 
deceives  himfelf. 

That  infallible  fupremacy  which  we  fo  juftly  refufe 
to  the  Popilh  Church  we  do  not  claim,  to  ourielves — 
lays  our  Ex.  85.  By  this  he  admits  that  his  Church 
may  deceive  and  be  deceived;  that 'tis  not  the  pillar 
and  ground  of  truth  which  St.  Paul  expreffly  calls  the 
Church  of  Chrift;  that  'tis  not  that  Church,  in  which 
J.  Chrift  himfelf  teaches  by  his  minifters,  according  to 
his  promife:  "  lam  with  you  to  the  end  of  time,"  in 
a  word,  that  'tis  not  the  Church  of  J.  Chrift  out  of 
which  there  is  no  falvaticn. 

The  remainder  of  this  Pamphlet  is  replete  with  per- 
ianal ftriclures  on  the  author  of  the  Letter  of  Inftruc- 
iion,  which  it  pretends  to  examine:  Mr.  Burke  may 
reply  to  it  if  he  thinks  proper,  the  writer  will  not ;  he 
concludes  with  this  remark  on  that  production  :  in  it 
there  are  many  vague  affertions  crouded  together  with- 
out order  or  proof;  many  texts  adduced  either  foreign  to 
the  fubjecl,  or  conclufive  againft  the  Ex.  net  one  argu- 
ment in  the  Letter  of  Inftruclion  invalidated  or  even 
weakened,  though  that  letter  feems  to  be  drawn  up  in 
hafte  and  the  author  would  do  well  to  revile  it. 
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TO  THE  HONORABLE 


HENRY  AUGUSTUS  DILLON, 

CoJond  of  the  loift,  or  Duke  of  York's  Irifli  Regi- 
ment, &c,  &c.  &c. 

SIR, 

IN  theie  few  Hieets  you  will  fee  the  univerfaily  ad- 
mitted principles  of  Chriftianity  clearly  ftated,  and 
all  exceptions  taken  by  the  Heathen  Philofophcr?, 
Celfus,  Ore/centime  Lucian,  and  Julian,  the  apoftate,  and 
from  them  tranferibed  by.  their  iucceflors,  modern 
fceptics,  or,  as  they  are  called,  modern  Philofophifts, 
fairly  difcuffed,  No  ex  predion,  offenfive  to  any 
defcription  of  Chrktians.  has  cfcaped  fehe  writer's  pen, 
which  he  recollecls  ;  his  ftriclures  ace  confined  to 
Anti-Chriftian  Works  ;  the  authors  he  has  not  named, 
not  through  any  refpecl  for  their  perfons,  which  the 
reader  will  ealily  perceive,  but  he  did  not  think  pro- 
per to  point  out  fources  of  immorality  and  error 
to  idle  curiofity ;  nor  would  he  flatter  the  vanity 
of  an  inlignificant  fcribbler  by  inferting  his  name, 
though  it  were  but  to  expofe  him  to  contempt. 
He   thinks  a   work  of  this   nature   may  with 
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great  propriety  be  recommended  to  the  protection 
of  a  Statefman,  whofe  eloquence  in  the  Senate,  and 
pen  in  the  Cabinet,  have  been  confecratcd  to  the  de- 
fence of  the  general  rights  of  all  defer!  ptio  as  of 
Chriftians  ;  and  whofe  conduct,  as  a  military  charac- 
ter, has  received  from  this  town  a  molt  honorable 
teftimony. 

The  writer  having  no  claims  nor  expectancies  from 
power  or  protection  ;  no  fears  nor  apprehensions 
k  from  enmity  or  malignity,  pays  this  tribute  of  per- 
fonal  efteern,  and  begs  leave  to  inferibe  the  work  to 
a  Nobleman,  who  is  perfectly  capable  of  appreciating 
its  value.    And  is, 

With  great  refpecr, 

Your  moft  obedient  humble  fervahi, 

E.  B.  V.  G.  Que, 


Halifax,  Jvfei  8th,  180& 


Iaus  Chsusto  Deo  Nostro  ejus  que  Matri  semper 

Virgini.  E.  B. 

"  Invifibilia  enim  ipfius  a  creturd  mundi9  per  ea  qute 
fafta  funty  intelleda,  confpicuntur  :  fempiterna  qitoque  ejus 
wtm  et  divinitas  :  it  a  ut  inexcufabilesfint"    Ad.  Roih.  C. 

THE  Apoftle,  irk  his  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  fjpeaking 
of  the  Heathen  philofophers,  fays,  that  they  were 
not  only  criminal  but  inexcufable  in  their  infidelity :  this 
terrific  fentence  he  founds  on  the  mod  fimple,  yet 
irrefiftible  reafon  :  the  invifible  power  of  God,  and  hia 
divinity,  are  fo  manifeft  in  his  works  that  no  excufe  is 
admiflible  in  extenuation  of  the  fin  of  infidelity.  His 
Words  apply  with  double  force  to  the  pretended  phiiofo- 
phers of  our  days,  men,  the  light  of  whofe  uriderftand- 
ing  has  been  totally  extinguished  by  the  depravity  of 
their  hearts  5  and  the  ftrong  impreflions  made  in  their 
early  days  by  a  Chriftian  education,  entirely  effaced  by 
profligacy  furpaffing  that  of  the  Heathens  whom  St. 
Paul  paints  in  fuch  ftrong  colouring. 

By  a  train  of  reafoning  to  demonftrate  the  exiftence 
of  a  God,  a  Supreme  Being,  all  wife,  all  powerful,  and 
eternal,  a  fiift  caufe*  which  gave  exiftence  to  us,  and 
to  all  the  other  Beings,  which  compofe  the  univerfe  % 
and  continues  to  fupport  that  beauty,  that  harmony, 
which  we  admire  in  the  world,  is  ufelefs  :  all  reafoning 
is  loft  on  the  man  who  denies  it  :  his  heart  is  callous, 
and  his  head  tnfane.  The  man  whofe  underftanding  is 
not  warped  by  the  perverlenefe  of  his  heart  fees  and 
feels  it.  A  In 
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In  compliance  with  cuflom  the  writer  fimply  indicated 
principles  of  dernonftration  which  enforce  convic- 
tion s 

lft.  Let  any  man  now  exifting  be  confideredas  the 
laft  term  of  a  feries  compofed  of  individuals  in  conti- 
nued fuccefllon  from  the  commencement  ;   in  that 
feries  each  individual  has  been  father  to  his  fucceffor  % 
except  the  laft  .who  has  ho  fucceffor ;  and  alfo  each 
individual  has  been  fon  to  his  predeceffor,  except  the 
firft,  who  had  no  predeceffor,  the  firft  man  therefore  in  this 
fucceffion  muft  have  received  an  exiftence  from  an  almigh- 
ty caufe  not  included  in  the  fucceffion  ;  the  vWiter  fays, 
almighty,  becaufe  nothing  fhort  of  omnipotence  could 
give  exiftence  to  a  Being,  which  had  no  previous  exift- 
ence  radically  in  fome  other.    To  pretend  that  in  this 
fucceflion  there  was  no  firft  man  is  inconfiftent  with 
reafon  :  a   regular  fucceflion  of  Beings  of  the  fame 
fpecies  without  a  commencement  is  impoffible  :  there 
is  a  laft  term,  therefore  a  firft  $  firft  and  laft  are  relative 
terms.    To  affert  that  this  firft  man  made  himfeEf,  is 
ridiculous  in  the  extreme,  and  not  lefs  abfurd  to  think 
him  the  work  of  chance  :  a  pofitive  effect,  pre-fuppofes  a 
pofitive  caufe,  and  a  caufe  capable  of  producing  the  effect:. 
Chance  is  an  empty  found,  it  conveys  no  idea,  produces 
nothing.    If,  you  fuppofe  him  the  work  of  nature,  you 
are  to  confider  that  nature  fignines  neither  lefs  nor 
more  than  the  mechanical  laws  by  which  the  material 
world  is  governed  ;  that  thefe  laws  have  an  immediate 
reference'  to  a  Being  infinite  in  power  and  wifdom  to 
eftablifh  thefe  fame  laws,  and  execute  them.  Every 
part  and  particle  of  the  material  world  is  fubjecr,  to 
thefe  laws,  and,  placed  in  the  fame  circumftances,  acfc 
invariably  in  the  fame  manner,  and  thus  declare,  to  the 
intelligent  world,  there  dependence  on,  and  implicit 
obedience  to,  the  orders  of  their  God.   "  Cali  enarrant 
Gloriam  DeL"    Ps*  il,  v.  2.    Let  us  now  confider  this 
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argument,  the  force  of  which  is  not  to  be  eluded,  in 
another  light : 

All  the  individuals  who  compofe  the  feries  in  regular 
fucceffion  have  exifted  ;  the  number  was  not  infinite, 
becaufe  it  admits  an  increafe,  and  is,  in  fact,  continually 
increafing  ;  infinity  admits  no  increafe,  therefore,  there 
muft  have  been  a  man  to  begin  the  fucceflion,  and  as  he 
could  not  by  any  poflibility  be  fon  to  himfelf,  or  to  any 
of  his  fucceflbrs,  he  muft  have  had  his  exiftence  from 
fome  Being  not  included  in  the  fucceflion.  This  rea- 
foning  is  applicable  to  the  different  fpecies  of  animated 
Beings,  which  fucceed  each  other  by  generation,  and  as 
not  one  of  them  is  capable  of  giving  exiftence,  by  ge- 
neration, to  a  Being  of  a  different  fpecies,  it  is  manifeft 
that  they  muftall  have  received  an  exiftence  fromaBeing 
included  in  none  of  thofe  fucceifions.  To  have  recourie 
to  chance,  to  hazard,  to  nature,  to  fome  unknown  powers 
in  matter,  to  the  fortuitous  concourfe  of  atoms  and  fuch  like 
caufes,  which,  have  no  exiftence  but  in  the  imagina- 
tion of  wild  fpeculatifts,  is  unphilofophical :  a  philofo- 
pher  affigns  no  caufe  incapable  of  producing  the  fpecific 
effect,  which  he  examines  :  What  ignorance  does  the 
man  betray  who  afligns  a  caufe  incapable  of  producing 
any  effect  at  all. 

A  fecond  principle  of  demonftration  : 

All  the  Beings  which  we  fee  or  know  in  this  vifible 
world,  are  contingent,  that  is,  they  may  or  they  may  not 
exift  :  we  may  conceive  them  in  a  ftate  of  poflibility, 
not  one  of  them  all  is  capable  of  giving  itfelf  an  ex- 
iftence, and  much  lefs  of  giving  exiftence  to  all  the 
other  Beings,  which  form  this  vifible  world  ;  there 
muft  therefore  be  fome  one  Being,  felf-exiftent,  which 
we  cannot  conceive,  in  a  ftate  of  mere  polilbility. 
Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  it  would  be  poflible  and  impoffible 
at  the  fame  time:  poffible  from  the  fuppoiltion,  and 
impoffible  asit  could  not  give  itfelf  exiftence,  and  could 


©ot  receive  exiftenoe  from  any  other  Being,  all  being 
fuppofed  non-exiftent.  A  firft  caufe  therefore  muft  be 
felf -exiftent,  on  which  all  the  Beings,  which  compofe 
this  vifible  world  depend  for  their  exiftence. 

A  third  principle  of  demonftration  : 

Infinite  perfection  is  poflible  2.  we  reafon  on  fome  ©f 
its  properties,  though  our  limited  underftanding  can- 
not form  an  adequate  idea  of  the  whole  ;  an  impofiible 
Being,  a  Square  circle^  for  example,  has  no  properties ;  all 
we  conceive  of  fuch  a  repugnant  Being  is,  that  the 
parts  of  which  it  is  faid  to  be  compofed,  or  the  pro- 
perties with  which  it  is  invefted,  exclude  each  other. 
If  infinite  perfection  be  poflible  it  muft  ne£effarily  exift. 
Why  (al  Beeaufe  exiftence  is  not  only  the  firft,  but  the- 
foundation  of  all  perfection. 

Whether  the  belief  of  a  Deity  be  innate  in  man,  that- 
is  impreffed  on  his  mind,  at  his  entrance  into  the 
world,  by  the,  authorof  hisbeing  or  not,aqueftion  which 
the  writer  does  not  undertake  to  determine,  it  is  certain 
that  there  is  not,  that  there  wever  was,  a  man  of  fenffc 
free  from  the  influence  of  prejudice  or  paffion,  who  did 
not  believe  the  exiftence  of  a  God,  and  his  interference 
in  human  affairs  ;  hence,  even  amongft  the  Heather* 
nations  the  mind  of  man  though  fhackled  with  falfe 
opinions,  ablbrbed  in  fenfuality,  fubfervient  to  fictitious 
divinities,  depreffed  by  the  tyranny  of  univerfal  cuftom, 
yet,  upon  a  fudden  emergency,  as  if  awakening  from 
3  dream,  called  on  the  God  of  nature  :  God  knows  it, 
God  fees  it>  God  will  requite,  and  fuch  like  exclamations, 
not  looking  to  the  temples  of  falfe  deities,  but  to  the 
Heavens,  the  throne  of  that  God,  whom  the  foul  of 
man  naturally  adores.  If  there  be,  as  is  pretended  by  a 
modern  writer,  fome  favage  hordes  in  the  wilds  of 
Africa,  or  America,  who  know  no  Being  fuperior 
to  man,  and  pay  no  homage  to  any  divinity,  it  only 
$*ews  that  uncivilized  man  is  capable  of  being  degraded 
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from  the  rank  which  he  was  intended  to  hold  in  the 
order  of  created  Beings  ;  and  the  caufe  mull  be  def-r 
perate  indeed  which  has  recourfe  to  the  favage  autho- 
rity of  fueh  men. 

From  pa/ling  that  bold  aflertion,  or  rather  wild  con* 
jeclure,  of  this  modern  anti-chriftian,  unnnoticed,  it  muft 
not  be  inferred  that  the  writer  believes  \t  true :  with 
refped  to  the  wildeft  Savages  in  America,  it  is  ahfo- 
lutely  falfe,  and,  if  we  may  judge  by  analogy,  and  the 
report  of  unprejudiced  travellers,  it  is  not  more  true 
with  refpect  to  their  uncivilized  brethren  in  the  defarts 
pf  Africa  and  in  the  Afiatic  Llands. 

From  the  principles  of  dernonftratipn  already  pro,, 
poied,  it  is  incontrovertibly  true  that  there  is  a  felf- 
exiftent  primary  caufe  poffeffed  of  all  perfection,  from 
which  all  the  Beings  which  compofe  the  vilible  world 
derive  their  exigence,  and  on  which  they  eflentially 
depend  for  that  portion  of  time,  and  fpace,  which  they 
occupy  in  the  world  ;  that  tills  primary  caufe  is  neither 
matter,  nor  any  particle  or  element  of  matter,  is  equally 
evident :  for  whether  matter  be  compofed  of  indivifibie 
elements,  or  of  elements  infinitely  divifible,  a  (jueflion 
foreign  to  the  fubjecl:,  on  which  we  reafon,  it  is  moft 
certainly  compofed  of  parts,  it  therefore  eflentially  de- 
pends on  fome  agent,  which  is  not  matter,  to  effect  this 
compofition,  if  it  be  not  thought  that  matter  has  not 
only  made,  but  compofed  itfelf  according  to  its  own 
fancy,  which  is  offenfive  to  common  fenfe.  We  fee 
matter  compofed  and  decompofed  according  to  fixed 
and  invariable  laws  ;  we  fee  matter  fet  in  motion,  the 
direction,  the  compofition,  and  decompofition,  of  its 
motion  arefo  regular/that  they  are  fubjecl  to  mathema- 
tical calculation,  and  we  fee  the  fmalleft  particle  of 
matter  fubjecl:  to  the  fame  laws  which  are  invariably 
obferved  by  the  heavenly  bodies  ;  the  man  who  from 
ihefe  fa&s  is  not  convinced  of  the  abfolute  dependance 
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of  matter  on  its  maker,  and  of  its  blind  fubminion  to 
the  laws,  which  he  has  eftablifhed,  for  its  compofition, 
decompofition,  for  its  motion,  and  the  direction  of  its 
motion,  muft  be  ftupidly  ignorant  of  the  firft  principles, 
of  reaioning,  or  perverfely  obftinate,  and  perfevering 
an  an  opinion,  not  (imply  groundlefs,  but  infuking  to 
reafon. 

What  is  faid  of  matter  in  general,  is  applicable  to 
every  parcel,  and  particle  of  matter  ;  no  reafon  can  be 
affigned  why  one  particle  fhould  poffeis  power,  wifdom 
and  independence  exclufively,  to  have  recourfe  to  laient 
powers  in  matter  is  ridiculous  :  weknowthat  matter  is  ca» 
pableof  receivingimpreffions  from  external  agents,  and  of 
making  impreffions  according  to  eftablifhed  laws,  the 
extent  of  this  capacity  we  do  not  know,  but  from  this 
very  capacity  weknowthat  matter  is  dependant,  that 
it  is  paffive,  incapable  of  forming  any  plan,  or  acting  in 
confequence  of  any  pre-conceived  defign,  of  courfe  in- 
capable of  composing  that  order,  which  fubfifts  in  the 
vifibJe  world,  the  beauty,  the  harmony,  and,  the  almofl 
boundlefs  extent  of  which  fo  loudly  proclaim  the  power, 
the  wifdom  and  the  magnificence  of  its  author. 

The  writer  panes  in  filence  the  fenfelefs  jargon  of 
Atheiftical  writers,  who  feem  to  vie  with  each  other  in 
the  extravagant  abfurdity  of  the  different  fyftems, 
which  they  invent,  in  order,  as  they  pretend,  to  account 
for  the  prefent  order  of  things,  without  having  recourfe 
to  a  primary  caufe. 

To  the  inventive  faculties  of  thefe  gentlemen  the 
world  is  indebted  for  knowing,  that  man  is  a  fort  of 
monkey,  in  cunning  furpaffing  the  common  baboon  ; 
as  they  advance  in  knowledge  we  may  expect  to  hear, 
how  a  goat  made  a  horfe,  or  a  table  built  a  houfe. 

Thefe  men,  in  general,  extremely  ignorant,  yet  am? 
bitious  of  literary  fame,  confeious  of  their  inability  to 
fucceed  in   common  purfuits,  endeavour  to  attract 
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tiotice  by  the  aflFe&ed  Angularity  of  their  conceits  ;  t© 
this  they  add  ftrong  declamation  charged  with  inve&ive, 
which,  from  the  irritability  of  human  nature,  is  well 
calculated  to  infure  fuccefs.  It  is  ufeiefs  to  enquire  i£ 
there  be  Atheifts  in  the  world  :  that  there  are  men 
who  affecfc  to  believe  there  is  no  God  is  certain  :  that 
there  are  many  who  live  as  if  they  do  not  believe  the 
exiftence  of  a  God  is  equally  certain  :  that  there  are 
men  who,  on  pretended  principles  of  demonftration,  do 
not  believe  a  God  to  exift,  is  uncertain. 

We  know  that  of  civilized  Heathens  none  were  fo 
impious  as  to  deny  the  exiftence  of  fome  powerful  and 
Immortal  Being,  which  fuperintends  this  vifible  world 
either  immediately  or  by  fubordinate  agents,  if  you 
except  thofe  feels,  whofe  abominable  maxims  were 
known  to  excite  public  indignation,  who  from  the 
practice  of  fuch  maxims  had  every  thing  to  fear  and 
nothing  to  hope.  Though  the  Heathens,  abforbed  in 
fenfual  pleasures,  did  not  afcribe  omnipotence,  and  all 
perfections,  to  the  Deity,  yet  the  idea  of  a  God,  howe- 
ver disfigured,  was  not  totally  effaced  from  their  minds* 
Of  apoftaces  from  the  Chriftian  faith  there  may  be  fuch 
monfters  :  God  in  punifhment  of  their  crimes  may  fo 
far  extinguifh  the  light  of  their  underftanding  as  to 
efface  his  own  impreflion  from  their  minds. 

An  Atheift,  can  he  be  an  honeft  man  ?  Yes,  if  he  be 
not  expoied  to  a  delicate  or  dangerous  temptation,  with 
which  he  may  bydifhonefly  comply,  and  efcape  public 
notice  with  honor  and  impunity:  if  he  be  honeft  in 
fuch  a  conjuncture  he  is  a  fool :  why  may  not  the  ac"H- 
ons  of  an  Atheift  from  fome  impulfe  of  nature  be  in- 
con  fiftent  with  his  principles  at  times,  fince  we  fee  men 
who  believe  a  God  the  avenger  of  crimes,  act  inconfift- 
ently  with  this  belief  ?  The  Atheift  therefore  may  at 
times  be  honeft  and  upright  through  an  impulfe  of  ns& 
^ure,  notwithstanding  the  perverfe  tendency  of  his  prin- 
ciples. 


c?ples,  as  the  Theifl  may  at  times  notwithstanding  tht 
purity  of  his  principles  be  depraved  through  the  corrup- 
tion and  inftability  of  human  nature. 

This  primary  agent,  on  which  the  vifible  world  de* 
pends,  is  of  neceflky  felf-exiftent,  eternal  and  indepen« 
dent  :  thefe  are  perfections,  which  muft  be  afcribed  to  a 
Being  pofleHing  all  poftible  perfection  :  for  if  you  ex- 
clude any  one  of  them,  you  annihilate  the  idea  of  a 
Being  infinitely  per  feci :  non-exiftence  deftroys  all  forts 
©f  perfection  ;  and  a  dependent  or  temporary  exig- 
ence argues  abfolute  imperfection,  from  which  a  Be- 
ing infinitely  perfect  is  free  ;  our  imagination  cannot 
reaeh  eternity,  nor  can  our  understanding  form  an  ade- 
quate idea  of  infinite  perfection.  True,  for  this  fim- 
ple  reafon,  thefe  faculties  in  us  are  limited  and  cannot 
extend  beyond  their  fphere  ;  but  our  understanding 
eafily  conceives  that  fome  agent  muft  be  eternally  ex- 
iftentj  to  give  exigence  to  the  many  Beings  which  now 
exift  ;  that  this  agent  mud  be  omnipotent*  as  nothing 
fefs  than  omnipotence  can  give  exiftence  to  a  Being, 
which  had  none  y  that  this  agent  muft  be  omnifcienr, 
to  determine  the  nature,  the  properties*  the  qualities 
the  place  and  pofition  of  fuch  an  immenfe  variety  of 
Beings  forming  one  whole,  in  all  its  parts  fo  wonder* 
fully  diverfifled  by  the  ufeful  and  the  ornamental ;  that 
this  agent,  infinite  in  power  and  wifdoro,  is  infinite  in 
all  perfections,  becaufe  infinity  excludes  all  limitations* 
and  the  perfection  of  any  Being  is  eorrefpondent  to 
its  nature,  hence  boundlefs  perfection  in  any  Being* 
limited  in  its  nature,  is  impoffible,  and  any  limitation 
of  perfection  in  a  Being  infinite  in  its  nature,  is  equally 
irripofhble. 

Thefe  are  fimple  truths  within  the  fphere  of  human 
landerftanding.  To  pretend  that  we  know  nothing  of 
a  Being,  becaufe  wc  cannot  form  an  adequate  idea  of 
&31  its  properties,  or  becaufe  our  limited  undemanding 
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Cannot  clearly  and  diftinctly  conceive  the  nature  anct 
qualities  of  any  Being,  to  fay  that  fuch  a  Being  does 
not  exift,  is  to  contradict  the  fenfe  of  mankind  :  Thus 
for  example  though  we  do  not  know  all  the  properties 
of  a  Dog,  we  know  that  a  Dog  is  not  a  Horfe  ;  and 
though  we  cannot  form  an  idea  of  the  nature,  or  phyfi* 
eal !  conftitution  of  that  animal,  or  determine  the  fprings 
which  give  it  motion,  we  know  that  there  are  dogs; 
and  many  in  the  world,  and  that  they  are  frequently 
in  motion.  On  the  fame  principles,  though  we  cannot 
conceive  a  diftincr.  idea  of  the  nature  and  perfections  of 
a  primary  caufe,  yet  as  we  fee  a  vifible  world,  whicK 
is  not  felf-exiftent,  which  has  not  made  itfelf,  and  as 
we  fee  the  different  parts,  which  compofe  this  world 
placed  in  a  certain  order,  and  pteferving  for  ages  their 
relative  pofitlon,  knowing  that  not  one  of  thefe  parts 
was  capable  of  aiTuming  or  preferring  its  refative  pofi- 
tion, and  in  fine  as  we  fee  all  the  Heavenly  Bodies, 
thefe  vaft  mafles  of  inert  matter,  placed  at  fuch  an  amaz- 
frig  difhncc  one  from  the  other,  yet  mutually  con- 
nected and  dependent  in  their  motions,  we  muft  be 
ignorant  indeed,  if  we  do  not  know  that  there  exifts 
a  primary  caufe  eternal,  independent,  omnipotent  and 
omnifcient,  which  gave  this  vifible  world  exiftence, 
which  formed  its  different  parts,  placed  them  in  their 
refpective  pofitions,  eftablifhed  thefe  laws  of  motion  by 
which  the  fymmetry  and  harmony  of  the  whole  is  pre« 
ferved. 

To  have  recourie  to  an  in  finite  fucce  (lion  of  caufes 
and  effects  without  a  primary  caufe,  ftrongly  marks 
the  ignorance  of  the  Atheiftical  writer.  For  if  it  be  im~ 
poflible  for  an  effect  to  exift  without  a  caufe,  it  will  be 
zt  leaft  equally  impofiible  for  many  effects  to  exift  with- 
out a  caufe,  and  the  height  of  abfurdity  to  pretend,  that 
zn  infinite  number  of  effects  could  exift  without  & 
caufe  ;  which  muft  be  the  cafe  in  the  fuppofition  of  art 
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infinite  fuccefiion,  as  all  the  caufes  in  that  fucceflioft 
muft  have  been  effects  of  preceding  caufes.  Hence  th« 
Atheift  under  pretence  of  removing  a  difficulty  encreafefc 
it,  or  rather  makes  it  infinitely  great.  To  fay  nothing 
of  the  abfurdity  of  an  infinite  fuccefiion  continually  in- 
creafing,  as  if  infinity  were  capable  of  any  increafe. 
,  The  immutability  of  this  primary  caufe  is  an  imme-* 
diate  and  neceffary  confequence  of  the  abfolute  neceffity 
of  its  exiftence  :  for  as  this  caufe  is  eflentially  felf-exift- 
ent,  it  cannot  poflibly  ceafe  to  exift,  no  more  than  a  cir- 
cle can  ceafe  to  be  round  ;  and  as  no  being  either  crea« 
ted  or  increated  is  in  exiftence  without  properties  cor- 
frefpondent  to  its  nature,  hence  it  follows  that  the  pro- 
perties or  perfections  of  an  increated  and  eternal  Being 
are  increated  and  eternal,  the  perfections  of  a  Being  ef- 
fentially exiftent,  ire  eflentially  exiftent,  cannot  of 
courfe  ceafe  to  exift,  can  neither  increafe  nor  diminifh, 
this  primary  caufe  therefore  cannot  ceafe  to  be,  nor  are 
its  perfections  fubjett  to  the  fhadow  of  mutation. 

Juflice,  wifdom,  goodnefs,  &c.  in  created  Spirits  are 
accidental  qualities,  becaufe  their  fpirits  are  in  their 
nature  contingent,  and  from  a  (late  of  non-exiftence, 
have  been  by  the  almighty  power  of  a  primary  caufe 
brought  into  exiftence  ;  their  qualities  are  correfpon- 
dent  to  their  nature^  they  may  exift,  or  ceaie  to  exift, 
^nd  confequenrty  increafe  or  diminifh  ;  but  in  God 
this  primary  caufe  there  are  no  accidental  qualities  2 
They  are  incompatible  with  the  divine  nature.  God  is 
not  faid  to  be  good  and  juft  as  if  goodnefs  and  juflice 
were  qualities  inherent  in  him  ;  but  becaufe  that  he  is 
in  himfelf  the  fource  of  ail  goodnefs,  and  the  fountain 
of  all  juflice. 

He  is  equally  immutable  in  his  decrees  :  for  as  he 
cannot  increafe  in  knowledge,  he  can  have  no  motive  to 
change,  and  to  change  without  a  motive  is  an  argument 
tot  levity  inconiiitent  with  his  nature. 

This 


This  primary  caufe  is  infinite  in  its  nature  and  in  all 
its  perfections  :  limitation  argues  a  dependence  on  fome 
other  caufe  or  receptacle,  which  in  a  primary  caufe  is 
repugnant,  and  fince  the  primary  caufe  has  not  given,  nor 
cuuld  not  give  itfelf  exiftence,  nor  properties  corre- 
fp ondent  to  its  exiftence,  it  can  give  them  no  limitation. 
The  infinitude  therefore  of  its  nature  and  perfections  i£ 
manifeft. 

Some  perfections,  fuch  as  juftice  and  mercy  infinite, 
may  feem  inconfiftent.  To  obviate  this  difficulty,  which 
may  embarrafs  the  uninformed  mind,  it  rnuft  be  confi- 
dered  that  juftice  is  not  faid  to  be  infinite  becaufe  ic 
never  remits  any  part  of  the  penalty,  it  would  confound 
juftice  with  cruelty,  and  totally  exclude  clemency.  In 
the  cafe  of  vindictive  juftice,  the  only  fpecies  of  juftice 
which  can  at  all  be  thought  inconfiftent  with  mercy, 
the  punimment  of  the  criminal  is  intended  to  fecure 
tranquility,  to  fatisfy  the  injured,  and  prevent  future 
aggreftion  ;  if  thefe  objects  be  attained  without  inflicting 
the  whole  of  the  punifhment,  is  not  clemency  confident 
with  juftice  ?  God  is  faid  to  be  infinitely  juft,  not 
becaufe  he  never  forgives,  nor  remits  any  part  of  the 
punifhment  due,  but  becaufe  he  never  remits  without 
fome  caufe  known  to  his  wifdonf,  which  is  his  rule  of 
action  ;  in  like  manner  he  is  faid  to  be  infinitely  mer- 
ciful, not  becaufe  he  never  punifhes  ;  but  becaufe  there 
is  no  crime  fo  great,  which  he  may  not  pardon,  when 
he  is  to  forgive,  or  when  he  is  to  punifli  his  infinite 
wifdom  and  fovereign  will  determines.  A  temporal 
Prince  either  through  ignorance,  or  inattention  (the 
refpecl  due  to  God's  reprefentative,  does  not  permit 
the  writer  to  make  ufe  of  a  more  harfh  term)  frequent- 
ly pardons  regardlefs  of  juftice  ;  and  as  frequently  pu- 
nifhes in  prejudice  of  clemency,  forgetting  that  he  is 
Limfelf  fubject  to  the  natural  law,  and  accountable  to 
Cod }  if  not  to  his  fubjects,  for  the  ufe  or  abufe  of  the 
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power  with  which  he  is  inverted  :  the  abufe  of  powe| 
is  impoffible  in  our  God  :  he  is  neither  fubject  to  igno* 
ranee,  prejudice,  precipitation  nor  malice  :  they  are  in* 
compatible  with  his  nature,  he  pardons  or  he  pu nifties1 
according  to  the  dictates  of  fovereign  wifclom  ;  fo  that 
mercy  and  juftice  are  fo  far  from  being  inconfiflent  in 
Jiim,  that  they  are  not  even  diftinct,  but  all  one  and  the 
fame  identified  with  his  effence.  This  primary  caufe  is 
one  fimple  and  indivifible  :  if  more  than  one,  they  would 
be  diftinguifhed  by  fome  perfection  or  imperfection, 
all  imperfection  is  excluded  from  a  Being  infinitely  per- 
fect, and  one  cannot  poffefs  a  perfection  which  the 
other  does  not,  it  would  argue  a  defect,  hence  there 
could  be  no  diftinction,  confequently  no  plurality. 

This  primary  caufe  elfentially  felf-exiftent  and  giving 
cxiftence  to  all  other  Beings  muft  poffefs  the  plenitude 
of  being,  therefore  there  cannot  be  a  fecond  :  becaufe 
in  that  fuppofition  neither  would  poffefs  the  Being 
poffeffed  by  the  other,  neither  formally,  nor  eminent- 
ly, as  the  Creator  poffeffes  all  the  perfections  of  his 
creatures,  confequently  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
would  poffeffs  the  plenitude  of  being. 

This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  the  wifdom,  to  the 
knowledge,  to  the  power,  to  all  the  attributes  of  the 
Deity  :  their  plenitude  evidently  excludes  a  plurality  o£ 
Gods. 

A  fecond  principle  of  demonstration  is  affumed  from 
the  unity  of,  the  world  ;  the  difpofition  of  all  its  parts, 
their  mutual  connection,  and  dependence,  {hew  them 
to  have  been  formed  and  placed  in  their  refpective  po- 
sitions by  the  fame  Architect :  if  they  had  been  formed 
and  placed  by  different  architects  that  mutual  depen- 
dance,  which  Aftronomers  calculate  with  mathematicai 
precifion,  could  not  fubfift.  To  have  recourfe  to  a 
mutual  agreement  between  agents  equal  in  power 
ihews  the  dependence  of  each  on  the  other  and  excluded 
^  fuprpme  and  independent  power.  The, 
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The  Heathen  philofophers  from  the  unity  of  the; 
world,  the  harmony  and  fymmetry,  the  mutual  con- 
flection  and  dependence  of  all  its  parts,  faw  the  neceffi- 
ty  of  admitting  one  fupreme  and  independent  God,  it 
is  aftonifhing,  that  they  did  not  fee  the  abfurdity  of  fic- 
titious Deities,  fubordinate  and  dependent,  as  if  fubor- 
dination  and  dependence  were  not  totally  irreconcila- 
ble with  the  divine  nature. 

In  this  viiible  world  there  are  fo  many  appearances, 
which  feem  to  contradict  the  idea  of  the  whole  being 
clifpofed  by  fovereign  wifdom  ;  and  in  the  moral 
world  fo  many  actions  which  feem  inconfiftent  with 
the  general  principles  of  human  nature,  that  fome 
Philosophers  unable  to  account  for  thefe  appearances 
in  the  vifible  world,  and  much  lefs  for  the  innumerable 
evils,  which  are  manifeft  in  the  moral  world,  thought 
there  were  two  principles  equal  and  independent.  The 
one  fovereigniy  good,  the  other  fovereignly  evil. 
This  opinion  abfurd  in  itfelf,  and  contradictory  in  the 
terms,  as  one  firfl  principle,  evidently  excludes  a  fe- 
cond,  has  been  revived,  and  embelliftied  by  fome  mo- 
dern writers,  no  abfurdity  is  too  grofs  for  men,  who 
grafp  at  particular  applaufe.  Popularis  aura  vile  Man- 
cipium.  To  obviate  the  difficulties  which  are  propofed 
by  thefe  writers,  and  invalidate  all  the  reafons,  which 
are  offered  in  defence  of  this  ridiculous  opinion,  it 
mud  be  conlidered  that  a  primary  caufe  acts  by  general 
laws,  it  gives  motion  to  all  fecondary  caufes,  but 
does  not  deprive  them  of  that  action  which  is  corre- 
fpondent  to  their  nature,  hence  whenever  any  defect 
appears,  it  muft  proceed  from  the  obftruc"tion  which 
one  fecondary  caufe  gives  the  other,  the  primary  caufe 
floes  not  produce  the  defect,  nor  indeed  the  fecondary, 
a  defect  has  no  efficient  caufe,  it  argues  a  deficiency, 
which  mud  be  found  in  all  fecondary  caufes,  becaufe 
they  are  limited.    As  to  any  monftrous  appearance  or 
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any  derangement  in  the  vifible  world,  they  are  evi- 
dently defects  ;  for  where  there  is  no  defect,  there  is 
nothing  monftrous,  no  derange ment.  Flence  we  eafily 
conceive  that,  all  thefe  defective  appearances  are  natural 
confequences  of  the  plan,  which  the  great  Architect  o£ 
this  vifible  world  propofed,  and  the  laws,  which  he  in 
confequence  eftabiifhed. 

This  reafomng  is  applicable  with  equal  force  to  the 
moral  world  :  for  aH  the  diforders,  all  the  crimes,  and 
€vils  confequent  and  antecedent  to  thefe  crimes,  all  the 
miferies,  of  which  they  aje  productive9  are  the  natural 
confequences  of  that  liberty  of  determination,  and  ac- 
tion, which  is  natural  to  man,  and  without  which  he 
Would  not  be  a  man,  but  an  automaton,  a  machine 
fet  in  motion  by  fprings  at  the  option  of  an  external 
agent. 

But  why  not  deprive  man  of  that  liberty  which  is  fo 
pernicious  to  himfelf  and  others  ?  This  fimple  reply 
may  fuffice.  Becaufe  man  is  not  a  machine,  nor 
was  he  intended  to  be  fet  in  motion  by  fprings,  or  the 
laws  of  attraction  and  adhgefion,  which  inanimate  mat- 
ter obeys. 

This  queftion  propofed  under  a  thoufand  different 
forms,  and  inceffantly  repeated,  betrays  an  inexhaufti- 
ble  fund  of  ignorance.  It  might  be  alked  with  equal' 
propriety,  or  rather  with  lefs  abfurdity,  why  man  is 
not  deprived  of  his  legs  and  arms,  for  he  frequently 
abufes  both  :  and  a  nun  deprived  of  reafon,  the  faun-. 
dation  of  free  agency,  is  a  more  deplorable  object,  than 
a  man  without  legs  or  arms. 

To  fay  that  a  God  fovereignly  good  is  obliged  to 
avert  all  evil  from  his  creatures  is  an  alfertion  which 
furpaffes  if  poffible  the  former  in  abfurdity.  Why  fo  ? 
Becaufe  evil  is  not  a  positive  exifting  Being,  it  coniids 
infome  defect,  and  all  creatures  are  effendaily  defective. 
To  oblige  him  then  to.  avert  all  evil,  is  to  oblige  him  to. 
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treate  Beings  infinitely  perfect,  which  is  impofiible, 
But  is  he  not  obliged  to  avert  moral  evil,  that  is,  the 
perverfe  actions  of  intelligent  creatures,  and  the  mife- 
Vies  confequent  thereto  ?  From  himfelf  unqueftionably. 
Hence  he  can  do  nothing  inconfiftent  with  fovereign 
wifdom,  which  is  his  rule  of  action  ;  nor  can  he 
command,  exhort,  advife,  confent  to,  or  countenance 
any  moral  aclion  in  his  creatures  inconfiftent  with  the 
dictates  of  right  reafon,  or  what  is  called  the  natural 
law.  To  oblige  him  to  deprive  man  of  that  liberty  of 
determination,  and  aclion,  which  as  man  he  poffeffes  j 
which  is  not  fimply  a  gift  of  the  greateft  value  to  man, 
as  the  right  ufe  of  it  founds  his  happinefs  here  and 
hereafter  $  but  one  of  the  conftituent  attributes  of 
man,  to  oblige  him,  I  fay  to  deprive  man  of  that  li- 
berty is,  in  other  terms,  to  fay,  that  he  ought  not  to 
have  made  man  a  rational  Being,  But  could  he  not 
prevent  the  abufe  of  liberty  ?  Molt  certainly.  He  wants 
neither  power  nor  wifdom  to  do  it.  Why  not  prevent 
it  ?  For  reafons  known  to  his  wifdom.  This  laft  ques- 
tion is  not  lefs  impertinent  than  if  it  were  aiked,  why 
he  did  not  make  the  Frog  as  pleafingto  the  fight  as  the 
Peacock.  And  the  anfwer  equally  fimple.  Becaufe  he 
thought  proper  to  make  the  one  a  Frog,  and  the  other 
a  Peacock.  * 

That  liberty  is  grofsly  abufed,  we  kndw  by  expert 
ence  ;  that  it  is  not  abufed  with  impunity,  the  man, 
who  does  not  know  it  now,  will  certainly  know  it 
hereafter,  the  man,  who  does  not  believe  it,  thinks 
a  God  of  infinite  fanctity  capable  of  encouraging  ini- 
quity, an  opinion  more  abfurd  never  infulted  the  fenfe 
of  mankind. 

But  fuppofing  a  criminal  abufe  of  liberty  forefeen, 
and  a  perfeverance  to  the  end  of  life,  entailing  endlete 
rnifery,  is  it  confident   with  fovereign  goodnefs  to 
create  a  man  in  this  fuppofition  ?  It  would  be  inconfift- 
ent^ 


ent,  not  only  with  goodnefs  and  mercy,  but  wit H. 
juftice  and  fanctity,  to  create  a  man  for  that  end,  and 
with  that  view,  or  to  beftow  on  man  liberty,  the  pro* 
per  ufe  of  which  would  be  impoffihlc,  and  the  abufe 
natural  and  neceffary  ;  but  to  create  a  man  a  free  agent, 
the  proper  ufe  of  whofe  liberty  is  natural,  though  not 
neceffary,  and  the  abitfe  of  which  is  unnatural,  though 
not  impoffible,  is  perfectly  confident  with  goodnefs  and 
mercy*  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  the  abufe  of  any  thing  good 
in  itfelf  does  not  make  it  bad,  it  only  (hews  the  per- 
verfenefs  c.f  the  perfori,  who  abufes  it.  The  very 
abufe  of  liberty  fliews  the  excellence  of  the  gift :  for 
what  is  bad  cannot  be  abufed.  The,  corruption  of  the 
mind,  by  the  per  verfenefs  of  the  will,  {hews  the  native 
goodnefs  of  human  nature.  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  cor-* 
ruption  deprives  a  fubftance  of  a  certain  degree  of 
goodnefs,  it  muft  therefore  poiTefs,  it  and  though  re- 
duced in  goodnefs,  whilft  it  remains  in  exiftence,  the 
fubfeance  is  yet  good,  becaufe  it  is  yet  corruptible. 
If  it  be  not  faid  that  tor  ruption  renders  a  fubilance 
incorruptible,  the  greateft  of  all  abfurdides. 

From  this  reafoning  it  i§  evident  that  all  fubftances 
are  good  in  themfelves,  That  evil  is. nothing  pofnive; 
that  it  confiils  in  the  corruption,  of  what  is  good,  argues 
a  deficient,  not  an  efficient  csufe.  If  a  previous  know- 
ledge of  the  abufe  of  any  gift  were  a  fiifHcient  induce- 
ment to  retract  it,  there  are  but  few  of  the  gifts  of  Godt 
to  his  creatures,  which  would  not  be  withdrawn  :  are 
not  the  very  neceflaries  of  life  abufed  ?  Yet  what  man. 
in  hisreafon  will  pretend  that  thefe  gifts,  are  not  good 
in  themfe'ves,  and  worthy  of  their  Author  ?  If  there- 
fore an  intelligent  Being,  through  the  perverfenefs  of 
his  own  will,  abufes  that  reafon,  which  conftitutes  it 
intelligent,  and  diftinguifhes  it  from  all  creatures^ 
which  are  not  intelligent,  giving  it  a  decided  fuperiori- 
ty{  in  the  order  of  created  Beings,  it  is  but  juit  and 
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f cafonable  that  it  fhould  be  excluded  frtfm  the  rank 
which  it  was  intended  to  hold  ;  and  though  this  ex* 
clufion,  and  the  mifery  confequent  to  it,  be  not  a 
good  to  the  Being  which  fuffer$,  it  is  good  that  it 
mould  fufter  :  becaufe  juftice  requires  it,  and  in  all 
this  there  is  nothing  which  is  not  perfectly  confident 
with  the  idea  of  a  Being  fovereignly  good,  and  fove* 
reignly  oppofite  to  evil,  which  it  can  neither  encourage 
nor  countenance. 

To  conclude,  there  is  no  inconvenience  thit  God 
fhould  create  a  Spirit,  active  and  intelligent,  free  from 
external  or  internal  reftraint  in  its  determinations* 
though  he  forefees  that,  this  Spirit  will  abufe  its  powers, 
and  perfevere  in  that  depraved  Hate  :  why  ib  ?  Be- 
caufe however  perverfe,  malicious  or  depraved,  it  yet 
furpaffes  all  inanimate  Beings  ;  in  the  dignity  of  its  na- 
ture it  is  fuperior  to  the  material  world,  and  there  is 
but  the  dignity  of  its  nature^to  be  aferibed  to  its  Maker  * 
its  malice  and  depravity  to  itfelf-  The  furious  tyger 
is  fuperior  to  the  inofFenfive  ftone,  and  the  drunkard 
to  the  wine  which  intoxicates  him.  The  wine  is  good, 
the  man,  though  intoxicated*  better*  If  it  be  confift- 
ent  with  fovereign  goodnefs  to  create  thcwine  why  not 
the  man  ?  Non-exiftence  may  appear  preferable  to  end- 
lefs  mifery.  Difpofed  as  the  writer  is  at  prefent  he 
would  not  hefitate  nor  deliberate  on  the  choice  \  yet  if 
we  judge  by  experience  the  contradictory  is  true  :  for 
all  men  are  expofed  to  inevitable  mifery,  and  few,  who 
are  not  actually  involved  in  it  ;  yet  life  in  mifery  is 
preferred  to  death,  and  the  Atheift,  of  all  wretched 
men,  the  moft  wretched  here,  fears  death  moft,  not- 
withftinding  that  flate  of  non-exiftence,  which  hg 
fondly  promifes  himfelf. 

From  what  has  been  faidon  this  fubj eel:,  appears  the 
extravagance  of  afcribing  to  a  Being  fovereignly  malig- 
nant, what  is  called  evil,  whether  phyfical  or  moral< 
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for  fudi  a  Being,  if  a  fubftance  mud  be  good,  all  fub* 
fiances  are,  and  if  not  a  fubftance,  cannot  be  an  agent, 
can  produce  nothing. 

Befides  all  the  evils,  of*  which  the  world  complains, 
are  natural  confequences  of  the  plan  propofed  and  the 
order  eftablimed  by  its  great  Creator.  The  very  com- 
plaint of  evil  is  an  acknowledgment  that  the  order  it- 
felf  is  good  ;  becaufe  evil  is  nothing  dfe  but  a  devia- 
tion from  this  order.  As  to  the  objections  drawn  from 
the  premature  death  and  fufferings  of  children,  and  the 
pains,  to  which  unoffending  bcafts,  are  fubjecl,  they 
will  be  difcufled  in  the  courfe  of  this  work. 

It  may  not  be  unneceffary  to  obferve  that  a  ftateof 
trial,  in  which  an  intelligent  Being  acting  with  recti* 
tude  according  to  the  dictates  of  that  reafoning  faculty, 
which  diftinguifhes  it,  may  attain  happinefs,  and  if 
perverting  this  faculty  and  abufing  its  powers  of  deter- 
mination and  action,  it  may  be  expofed  to  mifery,  is 
perfectly  confident  with  the  idea  which  we  have  of  the 
wifdom,  the  goodnefs  and  juftice  of  the  Supreme  Be* 

Wifdom  is  the  fource  and  principle  of  order  :  on 
Aer  requires,  that  rectitude  of  conduct,  when  freely 
chofen,  mould  be  rewarded,  and  that  depravity,  if  ob- 
itinate  and  perfeverirg*  when  rectitude  is  poffible, 
iriould  be  chailifed,  a  date  of  trial  is  therefore  confid- 
ent with  wifdom. 

It  is  equally  confident  with  goodnefs,  to  reward 
virtue  when  free  from  reflraint,  is  a«  effect  of  good- 
nefs, a  ftate  in  wh'ch  virtue  and  vice  are  equally  pofli^ 
hie,  is  therefore  confident  with  it.  An  action  if  not 
free  from  external  or  internal  neceflity,  may  be  virtu- 
ous or  vicious,  but  not  the  agent.  The  agent  and  not 
the  action  deferves  reward  or  punifhment;  it  is  there- 
fore of  indifpenfable  necelhty  that  to  defer  ve  either  re- 
ward, bt  punifhment,  the  action  mould  be  the  effect  of 
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choice.  That  this  ftate  of  trial  is  confiftent  with  juftics 
is  evident  on  the  expofition  :  juftice  gives  to  every  man 
that,  which  of  right  belongs  to  him.  If  he  be  not 
matter  of  his  actions,  he  has  no  title,  he  deferves 
neither  reward  nor  punifhment.  Is  a  man  who  falls 
from  a  houfe,  though  he  may  efcape  unhurt,  entitled 
to  a  reward  ?  Or  a  foldier  who  does  not  fly  ovqr  a. 
rampart  deferving  of  punifhment  ? 

To  obviate  numberlefs  difficulties  propofed  by  wild 
fpeculatifts  and  practical  Atheifts,  who  from  the  irre- 
gularity of  their  conduct,  having  nothing  to  hope,  and 
every  thing  to  fear,  endeavor  to  perfuade  themfelves, 
and  others,  that  there  is  not  a  God  ;  or  if  there  be, 
that  he  muft  be  indifferent  to  actions,  as  they  pretend, 
of  inevitable  neceffity.  It  muft  be  eonfldered  that  pht- 
lofophers  proceed  to  demonftrate  the  exiftence  of  any 
caufe  a  priori  as  they  term  it,  that  is  by  fhewing  inif 
mediately  that  the  caufe  does  exift,  and  why  it  exifts, 
or  a  pojleriori^  that  is,  concluding  from  the  effects,  the 
exiftence  of  the  caufe.  The  former  is  the  more  forci- 
ble and  the  more  perfuafive  :  the  conviction,  which  it 
imprefies  on  the  mind  is  not  to  be  effaced  ->  the  latter 
mode  of  demonftration  if  inconflftent  wit,h  the  former, 
muft  contain  a  fallacy,  whether  the  human  mind  de- 
teds  it  or  net,  becaufe  truth  is  not  incompatible  with 
truth,  but  verifimilitude  is  reeoncileable  with  falfhood  j 
hence  it  follows  that  ail  the  difficulties,  which  are  pro-* 
pofed,  or  the  objections,  which  can  poffibly  be  dated 
againft  a  truth  founded  on  immediate  demonftration, 
are  ineffectual.  Whether  thefe  objections  appear  capa- 
ble of  an  immediate  and  decilive  folution,  or  incapable, 
they  only  argue  the  fertility  of  the  inventor's  imagi- 
nation, or  the  limitation  of  his  underftanding,  but  they 
cannot  affect  the  truth. 

It  muft  be  alfo  remarked  that  there  are  numberlefs 
truths  capable  of  immediate  demonstration,  with  ret* 
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peft  to  certain  clafles  in  fociety,  which,  with  refpecl:  to 
others,  are  not  only  incapable  of  demoniftration,  but 
abfolutely  repugnant  to  their  ideas  :  thus  an  Aftrono- 
nier  demonftrates  on  phyftcal,  and  mathematical  prin- 
ciples, the  magnitude  of  any  planet,   its  denfity,  if 
there  be  an  attendant  fateliite,  its  attractive  force,  and 
extent,  the  figure  of  its  orbit,  and  time  of  its  revoluti- 
on, all  which  truths  are  as  myfterious  to  the  unlettered 
Captain,  as  the  mod  inconceivable  truths  of  religion* 
Mathematical  andphyfical  truths  he  implicitly  believes, 
becaufe  they  lay  him  under  xno  reftraint,  the  truths  of 
religion  he  denies,  becaufe  they  contradict  his  vicious 
inclinations. ;  againft  the  former  he  offers  no  objection, 
becaufe  he  does  not  underftand  the  fubjeel ;  againft  thq 
latter,  though  equally  ignorant,  he  ftates  a  thoufarid 
difHculties.    The  gratification  of  his  fenfual  appetites, 
is  therefore  the  rnptiye  of  his  judgment,  and  his  only 
rule  of  a&ion,  fo  true  it  is,  that  ho  man  ever  denied 
theexiftence  of  a  God  but  he,  who  feared  hisjuftice  5 
nor  did  any  man  ever  think  him  infenfible  or  indifferent 
tohisa&ions,  if  they  were  not  vicious.    To  this  may 
be  added  that,  there  are  truths,  capable  of  the  moft 
rigid  demonftration,  not  only  inconceivable  to  the  unlet- 
tered  but  to  the  informed  part  of  mankind,  and  which 
in  h&  appear  repugnant  to  reafon  ;  thus,  for  example, 
the  Mathematician  demonftrates  the  hyperbolical  curve, 
if  extended  to  infinity,  inceffantly  approaches  its  af- 
fymptots,  but  cannot  touch  them.    The  demonftration 
of  this  truth,  however  repugnant  it  may  appear  to  our 
ideas,  is  mathematically  exact,  therefore  all  objections 
againft  this  truth  in  whatever  form  they  are  ftated, 
whatever  appearance  of  demonftration  they  may  af- 
fume,  whether  capable  of  folution  or  not,  are  fallaci- 
ous. 

Thefe  principles  folve  in  the  moft  decifive  manner, 
all  the  obje&ions  ftated  by  Atheifts  againft  the  exift- 
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Mice  of  a  God,  and  by  Deifis  againft  his  fuperintendmg 
providence  :  they  give  a  iimple  and  fatisfacfcory  anfwer 
to  all  their  enquiries.  If  there  be  a  God  the  Creator  of 
all  things,  why  create  the  tyger,  the  rattle-fnake  ?  Why 
the  fly  or  the  beetle  ?  The  writer  does  not  know  why 
he  created  them  ;  but  as  they  are  not  feif-exiftent,  have 
not  made  themfelves,  could  not  be  made  by  any  other; 
Being  equally  impotent,  they  muft  have  been  created, 
and,  as  there  is  no  acYion  wi/Jiout  an  agent,  there  muft 
be  a  Creator,  though  the  writer  does  not  know  for 
what  immediate  end  he  created  a  vail  number  of  crea- 
tures  difgufting  to  our  fig^t,  and  tafte,  and  noxious  to 
our  bodies,  yet  in  their  proportions,  their  prefervation, 
and  propagation,  he  fees  the  molt  evident  marks  of  his 
power  and  wifdom. 

This  anfwer  is  applicable  to  the  enquiries  of  the  Ma- 
riichean,  and  modern  Philofopher.  If  there  be  but 
one  principle  fovereignly  good,  why  does  he  fufFer  mo- 
ral evil  ?  We  do  not  know  why  he  permits  it,  but  we 
know  that  a  Being  fovereignly  malignant  is  a  mere 
chimaera  :  for  by  a  Being  iupremely  malignant  is  un* 
derftood,  either  a  Being  infinitely  oppofite  to  a  Being 
fovereignly  good,  or  a  Being  poffeffed  of  the  fame  per- 
fections, fubftituting  malevolence  in  the  place  of  bene- 
volence. There  is  but  a  non-entity  deftitute  of  every 
perfection  and  infinitely  oppofite  to  a  Being  poSeffed  of 
all  perfection,  a  non-entity  cannot  be  an  agent  either 
good  or  bad.  Wifdom,  power,  juftice,  mercy  and 
malevolence  are  attributes  which  exclude  each  other. 
So  that  no  fuch  Being  exifts  or  can  exifif.  Hence  then 
whether  we  can  or  cannot  account  for  the  exigence  of 
moral  evil  under  the  direction  of  one  God  fovereignly 
good,  to  admit  a  malevolent  principle  independent  of 
equal  power,  wifdom.  &c.  is  a  grofs  abfurdity. 

That  pretended  indifference,  which  the  modern  Phi- 
lofopher  has  introduced,  with  which  he  feeds  his  fancy, 
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and  flatters  his  fenfuality,  is  equally  abfurd  :  the  vigi- 
lant attention  of  the  Creator  to  the  inanimate,  and  ir« 
rational  part  of  this  vifible  world,  is  evident  in  the 
motion  of  the  Heavenly  Bodies,  the  invariable  laws  to 
which  they  are  fubjecfc  ;  in  the  p  refer  vation,  and  pro- 
pagation of  the  feveral  fpecies  of  brutes.    What  extra, 
vagance  to  pretend  that  he  (hould  neglect  the  rational 
part  of  the  world  ?  That  his  cares  fhould  be  confined 
to  the  more  ignoble  part  of  his  works,  and  the  intel- 
ligent part,  from  which  only  he  can  obtain  his  tribute 
of  praife  and  gratitude,  be  neglected  ?  But  fays  the 
Peift  if  his  providence  fuperintends  the  world  why  per- 
mit fo  many  diforders  which  are  evident  in  the  world  ? 
The  writer  replies  once  more  we  do  not  k^iow  why  he 
permits  them  ;  but  fince  they  are  diforders,  therefore 
there  is  an  univerfal  ordsr,  for  a  diforder  is  neither  lefs 
nor  more  than  a  deviation  from  order,  and  where  there 
is  no  order  there  can  be  no  deviation  from  it,  an  uni- 
verfaj  order  argues  an  univerfal  caufe  to  eftablifh  and 
fupport  it  ;  the  man  who  pretends  that  in  the  world 
there  is  neither  order  nor  diforder,  that  human  actions 
are  neither  virtuous  nor  vicious,  all  equal  and  indiffer- 
ent, to  murder  a  loving  mother  not  more  criminal  than 
to  fave  her  from  the  jaws  of  a  hungry  lion,  is  not  to  be 
reafoned  with,  but  either  confined  in  a  mad  houfe,  or 
hunted  from,  fociety  like  a  wild  beaft  of  the  moft  de- 
ftrucYive  kind. 

The  Chriftian  Philofopher  alSgns  the  moft  fatisfa&o- 
ry  reafons  to  juftify  providence  in  the  diftribution  of 
good  and  evil  in  the  prefent  life,  and  from  that  diftri* 
bution  concludes  the  immortality  of  the  foul  with  the 
utmoft  certainty.  That  fubjecl  will  be  difcufled  in  the 
courfe  of  this  work.  We  fliall  now  proceed  to  confi- 
der  our  God,  this  primary  caufe,  under  another  point 
of  viejv,  that  is,  as  infinitely  intelligent- 
It  is  faid  of  man  that  he  knows,  when  he  fees,  hears, 
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feels  or  remembers,  what  he  has  feen*  heafct  or  felt,  of 
draws  conclufions  from  his  ideas  and  fenfations.  This 
is  not  applicable  to  God  :  in  him  there  is  no  mutability 
of  thought,  no  tranfition  from  thought  to  thought,  no 
conclufions  drawn  from  principles,  no  train  of  reafoning  i 
that  mind  is  moil  comprehenfive,  which  contemplates 
the  greateft  number  of  objects  at  the  fame  inftant,  and 
by  the  fame  act.  God  being  infinite  in  all  his  attributes, 
his  mind  infinitely  comprehenfive,  views  all  objects 
paft,  prefent,  future  and  poflible  by  the  fame  act  and 
at  the  fame  inftant,  this  act  of  contemplation  in  God 
is  not  any  thing  diftinct  from  the  divine  nature,  k  is 
God  himfelf  contemplating.  The  fcience  of  God  being 
identified  with  the  divine  nature,  is  infinite  as  the  di- 
vine nature,  and  immutable  ;  fcience  in  man  is  an  inhe- 
rent quality,  from  the  limitation  of  the  human  mind  it 
cannot  exceed  a  certain  meafure,  God  is  known  to  ua 
in  part,  we  know  him  to  be  incomprehenfible  to  any 
created  underftanding,  but  the  fcience  of  God  being 
identified  with  the  divine  nature  God  perfectly  knows 
himfelf,  and  fees  himfelf,  immediately  in  his  own  na-» 
ture,  from  the  infinitude  of  the  divine  nature  no  crea- 
ted object  can  reprefent  it,  hence  God  fees  all  his  crea- 
tures in  himleif,  that  is,- in  his  efience  5  but  he  cannot 
fee  his  effence  in  his  creatures,  for  even  collectively 
taken  they  cannot  poffefs  that  perfection,  which  is  ne* 
ceffary  to  reprefent  the  divine  effence,  God  therefore 
fees  himfelf  immediately  in  his  own  nature.  It  is  ma- 
nifeft  that  all  his  creatures  are  known  to  him,  whether 
they  actually  exift,  are  to  exift,  or  remain  in  a  ftate  of 
mere  poflibility.  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  as  he  perfectly 
knows  himfelf  he  knows  his  power  of  creating,  and  his 
will :  the  exiftence  of  all  created  Beings  being  folely  de- 
pendent on  the  will  of  God,  he  muft  know  them,  ot 
they  could  not  exift,  and  all  the  effects  of  caufes  deter- 
mined by  the  laws,  which  he  ha9  eftablifhed  for  the 
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preservation  and  direction  ot  the  material  world  are4 
equally  dependent  on  his  will,  there  are  therefore  but 
the  determinations  of  free  agents,  the  actions  of  intel- 
ligent Beings  fubject  to  any  difficulty  ;  but  as  the  exift- 
ence  of  many  creatures  depends  eventually  on  thefe  de- 
terminations of  free  agents,  and  the  exiflence  of  all 
creatures  depends  erTentially  on  the  will  of  God,  it  is 
impoxlible  that  he  fhould  forefee  the  one  without  fore- 
feeing  the  other  :  the  exiitence  of  all  his  creatures  he 
rxmfi  know;  he  nauft  of  courfe  know  the  determinations 
of  intelligent  and  free  agents,  by  which  as  fecondary 
caufes,  he  gives  cxiftence  to  many  of  his  creatures. 
This  prefcience  in  God  is  infallible,  eternal  and  immu- 
table :  there  is  nothing  in  God  which  is  not  fo3  nothing 
which  is  not  identified  with  his  nature  ;  but  it  impofes 
no  fort  of  neceffity  on  the  free  agent  :  for  at  the  fame 
time  that  God  knows  that,  fuch  or  fuch  an  agent 
will  form  fuch  or  fuch  a  determination,  produce  fuch  or 
fuch  an  acf ,  he  knows  that  the  agent  will  determine  it- 
felf,  and  act  freely,  if  the  agent  be  aclive  and  free  in  its' 
Mature  ;  or  he  determined  by  fome  external  caufe,  if 
the  agent  be  incapable  of  determining  itfelf.  Why  fo  ? 
Becaufe  all  fecondary  caufes  acfc  according  to  their  na- 
ture ;  hence  though  the  prefcience  of  God  be  immuta- 
ble3  the  aciion  is  contingent,  becaufe  the  prefcience  of 
God  is  identified  with  his  nature,  and  immutable  as  he 
is  Mmfelf ;  bv.t  the  aclion  which  is  the  object  of  this 
prefcience,  is  inherent  in  one  of  his  creatures,  contin- 
gent as  all  creatures  are,  free  if  the  creature  be  freey 
and  neceflkated,  if  it  be  a  blind  caufe* 

What  God  forefees  will  infallibly  happen,  True3 
fcut  it  will  happen  as  he  forefees  it,  that  is,  freely  if  the 
agent  be  free  from  reilraint,  or  neceffariiy  if  the  agent 
be  fiibjecl  to  internal  or  external  neceffity.  But  what 
God  forefees  muM:  of  all  neceffity  happen  ;  yes,  for  it  is 
UO't  poffibk  to  forefee  aa  event  which  will  not  happen, 
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if  therefore  the  event  be  fbrefeen,  it  will  infallibly  ha  pi 
pen  ;  but  this  prefcience  impofes  no  neceffity  on  the 
agent,  nor  is  it  the  mediate;,  or  immediate  caufe  of  its 
determination  :  thus  for  example  if  I  fee  a  man  fall 
from  a  houfe,  the  man  muft  of  all  neceffity  fall,  or  it 
would  be  impoffible  for  me  to  fee  him  fall ;  but  my 
fight  impoies  no  neceffity  on  the  man,  nor  is  it  the  me- 
diate or  immediate  caufe  of  his  fall  :  it  is  hot  becaufe 
God  forefees  the  man's  determination  that  the  man 
determines  to  act  in  fuch  or  fiicH  a  manner ;  but  it  is 
becaufe  the  man  determines,  that  God  forefees  it  ;  as 
in  the  cafe  of  the  fall,  it  is  not  becaufe  I  fee  him  that  the 
man  falls  ;  but  it  is  becaufe  he  falls  that  I  fee  him. 

But  if  the  man  did  not  come  to  that  precife  determi* 
nation  God  would  be  deceived  !  No,  for  he  would  not 
have  forefeen  it,  it  is  impoflible  to  forefee  an  event 
which  will  riot  happen.  • 

To  obviate  a  difficulty,  which  may  feem  embarraffing^ 
(hat  is,  how  it  ispoffibie  to  forefee  the  determination  of 
the  mind,  which  is  in  itfelf  indetermined,  and  miflrefs  of 
its  actions,  it  mud  be  confidered  that  the  mind  is  itfelf 
dependent  on  God  for  its  exifienee,  and  that  all  its  in- 
clinations are  known  to  him,  aj>  are  alfo  the  particular 
circumftances  in  which  it  is  placed,  this  is  certainly 
more  than  fufficient  to  {hew  a  Being  of  infinite  intelli- 
gence, what  will  be  its  determination.  This  prefci- 
ence of  God  fees  the  effect  which  is  not  yet  in  exig- 
ence, but  will  infallibly  happen,- though  it 'is  not  the 
caufe  of  that  effect,  nor  does  it  impofe  any  neceffity  on 
the  agent,  as  if  by  revelation  I  know  that  it  wiil  rain 
on  a  certain  day  :  can  any  previous  knowledge  be  con- 
fidered  as  the  caufe  of  the  rain  ?  If  the  medium  affigned 
be  thought  inefficient  to  juftify  the  infallibility  and 
immutability  of  God's  prescience,  let  it  be  confidered 
alfo  that  God  is  independent  on  his  creatures,  that 
they  are  all  dependent  on  him  \  that  his  prefcience 
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identified  with  his  nature  is  immutable  and  infallible 
as  the  divine  nature  ;  he  therefore  invariable  in  him- 
felf, fees  all  things   vary,  unchangeable  in  himfelf  he 
fees  all   things   change,   without  any   fucceffion  of 
thought,  or  tranfition  from  thought  to  thought,  he 
fees  all   things  in  fucceffion,,    In  what  medium  ?  In 
himfelf,  that  is,  in  his  will,  all  thofe  beings,  which  are 
determined  to  have   an  exigence  in  any  circumftance 
of  time ;  in  his  power,  all  Beings,  which  are  merely 
pbffible,  and  all  their  poffible  relations ;  in  the  order 
cf  caufes  he  fees  their  effects,  and  as  the  human  will 
is  the  immediate  caufe  of  its  own  actions,  and  deter- 
minations,  in  the  will  he  fees  its  determinations.  The 
exhtence  of  an  immenfe  variety  in   the  fucceffion  of 
Beings,  depends  on,  or  rather  refults  from  the  deter- 
minations cf  the  human  will  •  does  it  follow  that,  God 
in  giving  exigence   to  thefe  Beings,  is  dependent  on 
the  determinations  of  the  will  in  the  execution  of  the 
plan  which   he   has  propofed  in  the   creation  of  the 
world  and  the  fucceffion  of  the  Beings  which  compofe 
it  ?  No !  but  it  follows  that*  from  eternity  he  faw  at 
the  fame  inltant,  and  in  the  fame  view5  all  caufes  and 
effects  whether  naturally  refuiting,  or  free  determinati- 
ons, that  of  courfe  he  is  dependent  on  the  order  which 
he  himfslf  eilabliihed  In  the  execution  of  his  plan  ;  and 
fmce  in  the  order  of  Beings  there  are  many  intellectu- 
al caufes,  he  owes  to  himfelf  to  prefeve  their  nature 
entire,  taking  the  refult  of  their  determinations  into 
t  he  plan  of  his  oper  ations* 

As  in  his  effence  God  fees  al!  his  creatures,  has  a 
clear,  a  diftinct  and  adequate  knowledge  cf  their  na- 
ture, and  operations,  it  may  be  furpected  that  evil  be- 
ing a  corruption  of  ^nature  God  may  not  know  it,  as 
in  the  divine  effence  there  is  no  example  of  evil :  to  this 
the  writer  replies  that  evil  is  known  by  its  oppofire 
good,  as  falfiiood  is  known  by  its  oppolite  truth,  nei- 
ther 
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|W  evil  nor  fahhiod  cm  be  known  in  themfelves,  or 
in  any  reprefentation,  falihood  is  a  negation  of  truth, 
and  evil  a  negation  of  goodnefc,  negations  have  no  qua- 
lities, of  courfe  cannot  be  reprefented. 

It  is  ufelefs  to  remark  that  this  primary  caufe  infi- 
nitely perfect  is  not  matter,  nor  any  particle  or  element 
of  matter  :  matter  is  fo  far  from  being  infinitely  per- 
fect, that  it  is  fubject  to  all  forts  of  imperfections  ;  all 
matter  is  compofed.  A  more  powerful  agent  is  there- 
fore neceffary  to  effect  this  composition,  every  element 
of  matter  is  circuvnferibed  and  dependent  on  the  cir- 
cumjacent elements  for  the  place  which  it  occupies  in 
this  viiible  world,  which  is  inconfiftent  with  the  nature 
of  a  primary  caufe  infinite  and  independent. 

It  was  formerly  afFsrted  by  an  impious  Atheift,  under 
the  aiTumed  tide  of  Philofpher,  that  in  this  viiible 
world  there  was  but  one  indivifible  fubftance,  that  all 
other  things  were  but  modifications  of  this  one  fub- 
ftance, which  he  qualified  with  the  title  of  God,  fo 
that  the  ox's  horns  and  the  afs's  ears  were  but  modifica- 
tions of  this  pretended  God.  They  might  ferve  to  a- 
dorn  the  head  of  the  inventor  of  a  fyftem,  in  which  it 
is  difficult  to  determine  whether  impiety  or  abfurdity 
prevails. 

No  abfurdity  can  be  greater  than  to  pretend 
that  an  umverfal  fubftance  exifts,  and  not  individuals 
in  which  it  exifts,  as  if  humanity  exifted,  not  men,  as 
if  men  compofed  cf  bones,  fiefli,  &c.  were  not  fubftan- 
ces,  but  modifications  of  this  imaginary  univerfal  fub- 
ftance  ;  nor  is  there  any  impiety  greater  than  to  pre- 
tend that,  this  imaginary  fubftance,  in  which  modifica- 
tions are  fuppoied  inherent,  which  exclude  each  other, 
as  heat  and  cold,  the  cruelty  of  the  tyger,  and  the 
meeknefs  of  the  lamb,  is  a  God.  The  writer  palles 
unnoticed  his  axioms,  definitions,  and  pretended  de- 
monftrations  :  agalnft  ranknonfenfe  it  is  ufelefs  to  !rW 
(on.  From 


From  the  principles  hitherto  laid  down,  it  is  mani* 
feft  that  there  exifts  a  primary  caufe,  almighty,  inde- 
pendent, infinitely  perfect,  fovereignly  wife  apd  intelli- 
gent,  feeing  from  eternity  all  future  events,  whether 
refulting  from  natural  caufes,  or  the  determinations 
of  free  agents,  permitting  all  fecoridary  caufes  to  acl 
according  to  their  nature,  and  difpofmg  all  events 
according  to  the  order  of  that  general  plan,  which  in 
his  wifdom  he  has  formed  ;  it  is  alfo  manjfeft  that  this 
primary  caufe  is  one,  fimple  and  indivifible,  excluding 
multiplicity,  a*id  compoiition,  whether  phyfical  or 
metaphyseal ;  that  in  this  caufe  there  are  no  inherent 
qualities,  no  attributes  diftinct  from  the  divine  nature5 
or  from  each  other  ;  that  when  we  fpeak  of  the  mer- 
cy, the  juftice,  the  power,  the  wifdom,  &c.  of  the  Di- 
vinity, it  is  the  fame  divine  nature,  which  we  confider 
under  different  points  of  view,  the  limitation  of  our 
understanding  preventing  us  from  taking  in  all  thefe. 
attributes  at  the  fame  view. 

That  in  the  order  of  Beings,  which  compofe  the  uni- 
yerfe,  there  are  many  intelligent  Beings  mbordinate  to 
this  firft  great  caufe,  is  man  if  eft  from  the  idea  which 
we  have  of  truth,  of  goodnefs,  of  juftice,  &c.  which 
are  merely  intellectual,  and  fall  under  none  of  our 
fenfes  :  truth  for  example  has  neither  colour,  tafte, 
fmeil  nor  found,  nor  can  it  come  into  contact  with  us  ; 
it  confifts  in  the  conformity  of  the  attribute  with  its 
fubjeci;  of  it  we  have  a  clear,  a  diftincr,  idea,  not 
from  any  one  of  our  fenfes,  it  is  therefore  purely  in- 
tellectual, and  fhews  that  this  intelligent  faculty  is 
inherent  in  us. 

We  are  now  to  confider  whether  this  thinking  prin- 
ciple within  us,  this  intelligent  Being,  which  reafons 
and  directs,  and  to  which  many,  though  not  all  the 
movements  of  our  bodies,  when  well  difpofed  are  fub- 
ject,  be  material  orfomethingdiftinfl:  from  matter. 
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If  we  believe  the  Mater ialift  there  is  nothing  in  tM| 
univcrfe  hut  matter  ;  of  courte  our  reafoning  faculty 
is  an  attribute  of  matter  ;  our  moft  elevated  thoughts 
cur  moft  abllracl  ideas  are  modifications  of  matter-  A 
Philofopber  celebrated  in   certain  fchools,  the  once  fi- 
lent  retreats  of  truth  and  fcience  ;  but  from  which 
both  have  been  banifhed,  at  firft  by  the  iron  hand  of 
power,  and  in  fucceeding   ages  by  prejudice,  paffion 
and  penal  ftatutes,  pretends,  that  matter,  though  com- 
posed of  parts,  may  receive  from  almighty  power  the 
faculty  of  thinking  ;  he  might  as  well  pretend  that, 
a  circle  without  ceafing  to  be  a  circle,  might  become 
a  triangle  ;  the  power  of  God  extends  to  every  thing 
which  is  pofhble,  that  is,  to  every  thing  the  conftituent 
parts,  or  attributes  of  which,  do  not  exclude  each  other, 
iuch  chimeras  are  not  the  objects  of  pcwrcr.    If  the 
principles  of  this  Philofopher  be  admitted,  we  may  ex- 
pect to  hear  a  diflertation  on  the  nature  and  effects  of 
fire,  by  a  learned  pot  :  for  if  one  particle  of  matter  be 
pofle'fled  of  the  faculty  of  thinking,  no  reafon  can  be 
affigned  why  all  others  fhould  be  excluded. 

The  operations  of  {he  mind  ellentially  exclude  the 
idea  of  matter.  Of  whatever  nature  the  primary  or  com- 
ponent elements  of  matter  be  whether  divifible  or  indi- 
vifible  a  queftion  as  yet  undetermined,  matter  is  it- 
felf  moft  certainly  divifible  and  compefed  of  parts. 
The  operations  of  the  mind  are  indivifible,  and  as 
the  modifications  of  any  fubjeft  are  of  the  fame  nature 
with  the  fubjecf.  itfelf,  being  nothing  elfe  but  the  fub- 
jecl  modified,  if  the  modifications  cr  operations  of  the 
mind  are  indivifible,  of  all  neceftity  the  mind  muft  be 
fo.  We  have  an  idea  of  truth,  an  idea  of  thought. 
Truth  is  not  divifible  nor  is  thought  half  a  truth,  or 
halt  a  thought  is  a  mere  chimera  of  which  we  can 
form  no  idea 

Add  to  this  that  matter  can  never  act  on  what  is  not 
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immediately  prefent,  the  mind  reflects  on  the  pail,  an<J 
forefees  future  events,  it  reflects  on  itfelf*  and  on  its 
own  operations,  of  this  matter  is  totally  incapable.  The 
znind  conceives  that  it  is  impoffible  the  fame  thing 
ihould  be  and  hot  be  at  the  fame  time,  and  this  opera- 
tion is  abfolutely  impoffible  to  any  fubject  compofed  of 
parts :  if  it  befaid  that  the  idea  of  what  is,  is  in  one  part 
of  the  fubject,  and  the  ide,a  of  what  is  not,  in  another 
part  of  the  fuhpcf.,  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  can 
pronounce  the  irnpoffibility  of  their  co-exiitence ;  if  it  be 
thought  that  the  idea  of  what  is*  and  the  idea  ©f  what  is 
not,  be  in  the  fame  part  of  the  fubject.,  no  reafon  can  be, 
affigned  why  that  part  fhould  poiTefs  thefe  ideas  exclu- 
ding all  others,  moreover  this  part  in  which  both  ideas 
are  fuppofed  to  exift,  muft  be  indiviftble  or  it  would 
itfelf  be  compofed  of  parts  and  the  queftion  again  re- 
cur ;  if  it  be  afferted  that  thefe  ideas  are  in  every  part 
of  this  compofed  fubject,  there  will  be  as  many  judg- 
ments pronounced  as  parts  in  the  fubject,  and  after 
all  there  is  but  a  limple  and  indivifible  Being  which  can. 
pronounce  the  judgment.  ' 

This  reasoning  which  bears  no  reply,  againfl  which, 
nothing  can  be  offered,  which  does  not  carry  abfurdity 
on  the  face  of  it,  is  applicable  to  every  afifertion  whe- 
ther affirmative  or  negative  :  in  the  affirmative  the 
idea  of  the  attribute  is  identified  with,  that  of  the  fub- 
ject, and  in  the  negative  excluded  from  it,  both  thefe 
ideas  muft  be  in  the  fame  fimple  and  indivifible  Being, 
or  it  would  be  impoffible  to  pronounce  the  confifiency 
in  the  affirmative,  or  the  inconfiftency  in  the  negative  ; 
thus  for  example  fuppofing  one  man  has  a  juft  idea  of 
gold,  no  idea  at  all  of  filver,  and  another  man  an  idea 
of  filver,  and  no  idea  at  all  of  gold,  neither  the  one  nor 
the  other  can  pronounce  this  negative  judgment,  gold 
is  not  filver.    The  man  who  pronounces  the  judg- 
ment muft  have  an  idea  of  both  the  one  and  the  other, 
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lie  Compares  thefe  ideas  and  finds  them  mconliftent* 
and  then  declares  that  the  one  is  not  the  other.  Again 
the  mind  is  unconfined  in  its  operations*  limited  nei- 
ther by  time,  nor  ipace,  and  frequently  ranges  in  the 
regions  of  imaginary  fpace;  from  the  knowledge  o£ 
one  thing  it  proceeds  to  that  of  another,  it  forms  ab- 
ftracT:  ideas,  eonfiders  Beings  in  a  flafe  of  mere  poffibi- 
lity,  reafons  cn  Beings  confefledly  immaterial,  virtue, 
vice,  truth,  falfhood,  calculation  of  numbers.  Of  all  thefe 
operations  matter  is  totally  incapable  :  neither  motion 
nor  reft,  fituation  nor  figure,  nor  any  pcffible  opera- 
tion of  matter,  will  give  an  idea  of  truth,  of  mercy  or 
benevolence,  nor  place  matter  itfelf  in  the  regions  of 
imaginary  fpace  or  inititute  a  mathematical  demonftra- 
tion. 

But  fays  the  MateriaTift  we  do  not  know  all  the  pro- 
perties of  matter,  the  faculty  ©f  thinking  may  be  a- 
mongft  thefe  latent  properties* 

It  is  true  we  do  not  know  all  the  properties  of  mat- 
ter, but  we  know  that  amongft  the  unknown  proper- 
ties of  matter  there  are  none  which  exclude  thefe  we 
know,  none  inconfiftent  with  thefe  we  know,  and  of 
the  properties,  which  we  know  there  are  fome  which 
exclude  the  poffibility  of  thought,  that  is  extenfion  and 
figure. 

But  fays  the  celebrated  Philofopher  fo  dear  to  the 
Materialift,  our  conceptions  do  not  confine  omnipo- 
tence, we  are  not  to  conclude  that  matter  does  not 
think  becaufe  we  do  not  conceive  it  poffible.  True  ! 
cur  conceptions  are  not  the  meafure  of  almighty  pow- 
er. Many  things  are  poffible  of  which  we  can  form 
no  idea  at  all,  and  many  things  do  exift  which  appear 
repugnant  to  our  fenfes.  We  do  not  conclude  that 
matter  cannot  think,  becaufe  we  do  not  -conceive  k 
poffible  that  matter  flipuld  pofTefs  the  faculty  of  think- 
ing }  but  we  conclude  that  matter  does  not  peffefs  this 
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faculty,  becaufe  we  clearly  and  eafily  conceive  that  it  U 
impofiible  it  mould,  and  we  know  that  this  impoilibi- 
lity  is  founded  in  the  nature  of  things  ;  that  a  thinks 
ing  pan  or  kettle  is  a  ridiculous  chimera,  we  know 
that  the  object,  of  power  is  a  Being,  the  compo- 
nent parts  of  which,  or  the  conftituent  attributes,  do 
hot  exclude  each  other,  as  a  true  falfliood,  or  a  trian- 
gular circle,  or  a  thinking  pot. 

Matter  we  conceive  to  be  a  folid  fubftance  compofed 
of  parts,  the  idea  of  vegetation  or  fenfation  is  not  in- 
cluded ih  the  effential  attributes  of  matter;  yet  we 
find  matter  capable  of  vegetation  and  fenfation,  why 
not  of  thought?  For  this  fimple  reafori,  that  the  effen- 
tial attributes  of  marter  exclude  the  p<  flibihty  or 
thought,  not  of  vegetation  or  fenfation,  which  may  be 
effected  by  motion,  and  a  different  difpofition  and 
configuration  of  the  component  parts  of  the  fenfitive 
or  vegetating  ruhibnee  ;  both  vegetation  and  fenfati- 
on may  be  increafe'd  or  diminilhed,  they  may  of  courfe 
be  modifications  of  a  divifible  fubjecl,  the  idea1  of  truth, 
an  affirmation  or  negation  can  neither  be  incrcafed  nor 
dimimuied;  it  is  effe'nttaWf  indivifible  and  cannot 
fcxift  but  in  an  indivifible  fubjeet. 

As  it  is  impofiible  for  matter,  any  part  or  particle  of 
matter  to  think  or  rcafou,  and  that,  that  thinking 
principle  m  man,  which  we  call  a  foul,  thinks,  and 
feafons,  ic  neceiRr^y  follows  that  the  foul  is  a  fpirituaf 
jubilance.  This  truth  founded  on  the  mod  irrefiftible 
reafoning  will  appear  evident  to  any  man,  who  ex- 
amines minutely  its  power  of  reflection,  that  is,  when! 
tHe  foul  forms  a  thought,  and  proceeds  to  examine  it, 
and  at  times  to  examine  its  reRecHon  on  the  thought, 
which  it  undertaken  to  examine,  this  power  appears 
more  wonderful  when  the  foul  reflects  on  herfelf,  and 
examines  her  own  operations,  {he  is  then  thefubjeel 
of  her  own  examination,  an'  operation  evidently  fpi- 

rkual; 


33 

rifual,  of  which  matter  can  by  no  poffibUity  be,  or  M 
Conceived  capable. 

As  to  the  union  of  this  fpiritual  fubftance  With  th£ 
body  compofed  of  matter,  we  know  it  exifts,  the  man- 
ner in  which  this  furprifing  union  is  formed  We  do  not 
know.  That  the  foul  acts  on  the  body  and  the  body 
on  the  foul  is  equally  certain  ;  the  principles  on  which, 
their  mutual  operations  depend  as  affigned  by  different 
Phiiofophers  are  fome  abfolutely  falfe,  and  others  un- 
certain, this  argues  a  defect  in  our  underfianding,  but 
does  not  afFecl  a  tru:h,  which  is  knowri  by  ihconteitibis 
experience. 

But  in  fine  fays  the  Mater tahft  the  fouls  of  brutes  arc 
capable  of  thought,  and  yet  compo/ed  of  matter.  To 
this  lad  refuge  of  the  Materialift  the  writer  replies  if  it 
be  true,  as  he  pretends,  that,  that  principle  of  action,  or 
rather  that  paflive  principle,  which  he  calls  a  foul  in  the 
brute,  be  capable  of  thought,  it  is  not  compofed  of 
matter  ;  or  if  it  be  compofed  of  matter  it  is  not 
capable  of  thought  :  whatever  fyfiem  be  afTtimed  to  ac- 
count for  the  appearance  of  reafon  in  brutes,  it  is  me- 
taphyfically  true,  that  fimple  and  indivifible  thought 
cannot  be  a  modification  of  any  fubject  compofed  of 
parts,  if  therefore  this  active  or  pafuve  principle  in  the 
brute  thinks  it  is  not  matter,  and  if  it  be  matter  it 
does  not  think. 

Some  Phiiofophers  celebrated  in  t&e  fchools  pretend, 
that  brutes  are  mere  automatons,  and  reduce  all  their 
operations  to  mechanifm.  Though  the  writer  does  not 
believe  this  fyitem  true,  the  poffibility  is  incontrover- 
tible :  fuch  machines  being  evidently  within  the  reach 
of  infinite  power  and  wifdom.  In  the  principles  of 
thefe  Phiiofophers  the  Materialiti's  objection  vanilhes. 
If  the  brutes  be  mere  machines  fet  in  motion  by  fprings,- 
whatever  appearance  of  reafon  be  in  their  operations 
ihere  is  neither   thought  nor  reflection,  thefe  PfaUofe- 

E  phers 


3* 

pliers  confirm  their  opinion  by  arguments  drawn  from 
the  human  body,  which  may  be  confidered  as  an  hy* 
draulic  machine,  in  which  the  powers  of  mcchanifm 
are  wonderfully  combined.  In  the  human  body  there 
sre  innumerable  latent  fprings,  which  are  never  called 
into  action  but  by  accident,  it  is  by  thefe  dormant 
fprings  that,  when  a  leg  or  an  arm  is  taken  ofF,  a  new 
cpRipaunxcation  between  the  arteries  and  veins  is  form- 
ed, for  the  conveyar.ee  of  the  blood  ;  this  is  an  effect  of 
rnecbanifm,  totally  independent  on  the  will,  why  may 
not  the  brutes,  fay  they,  be  compofed  of  fprings  fo 
contrived  as  by  rhe  imprefiion  of  external  objects  to 
produce  all  thefe  operations,  which  we  admire  ?  To 
this  may  be  added  that  the  operations  of  all  individu- 
als of  the  fame  fpecies  are  invariably  the  fame.  The 
young  fquirrel,  that  has  not  yet  feen  a  winter,  maker* 
as  ample  a  provifion  of  nuts  as  the  old.  This  famenels 
in  the  operations  of  the  young  and  the  old  fhew  the 
mcchanifm  to  be  the  fame. 

As  to  the  inftruction,  of  which  fome  brutes  are  capa- 
ble, it  depends  on  the  organization  of  the  animal, 
which  may  be  rendered  more  or  lefs  perfect  by  prac- 
tice, not  precept,  of  which  the  brute  is  incapable,  if 
words  be  added,  they  are  applied  as  found,  which  act 
on  the  animal's  fenfe  of  hearing,  not  as  figns  to  convey 
ideas  to  its  underftanding,  hence  no  general  principles* 
fio  mathematical  demonstrations,  no  riew  inventions,  in 
a  word  no  intellectual  operation  is  within  the  animal's 
reach,  becaufe  it  poffeffes  no  intelligent  faculty.  The 
whole  of  the  animal's  knowledge  is  confined  to  its  fenfes, 
and  thefenfes  are  acled  on  by  prefent  objects, no  conclufi- 
ons  drawn  from  principles,  no  retrofpect,no  forethought. 

Whether  the  animal  be  confidered  as  an  automaton* 
or  poifeiied  of  fome  paflive  cognofcent  principle,  it  is 
manifeft  that  a  certain  order,  and  appearance  of  reafon 
m*ift  appear  in  its  motions,  becaufe  it  is  under  the  irm- 
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Immediate  dire&ion  of  fovereign  reafon,  and  intended 
to  fulfil  fome  end  ;  thus  an  arrow  though  deftitute  o£ 
fenfe  and  reafon,  paffes  with  the  utmoft  regularity,  to 
the  mark  intended  by  the  archer.  The  arrow,  you 
will  fay,  is  fubfervient  to  the  eftablifhed  laws  of  motion, 
does  not  change  its  own  direction,  not  fo  the  animal. 
True,  but  if  you  compare  the  limited  power  and  reafon 
of  the  archer,  to  omnipotence  and  omnifeience,  and 
conceive  that  efFecls  are  always  correfpondent  to  the 
power  of  action  in  their  caufes,  you  will  find  that  the 
regularity  in  the  flight  of  the  arrow  is  more  wonderful 
than  the  motions  of  the  moft  cunning  animal. 

Man  being  compofed  of  fubftances.  effentially  differ- 
ent, and  fubftantially  united,  the  aclive  and  intelligent 
principle  is,  in  many  of  its  operations,  dependent  on 
the  difpofition  of  the  body,  more  particularly  in  the 
acquifiticn  of  ideas,  a  great  number  of  which  are  not 
attainable  but  through  the  medium  of  fome  one  or 
other  of  the  fenfes,  this  dependence  of  the  foul  ©n  the 
difpofition  of  the  body  furnifhes  the  Materialift  ano- 
ther pretence.  The  foul,  fays  he,  5s  weak  in  the  child, 
ftrong  in  the  man3  k  grows  with  the  body,  languifhes 
and  dies  wit«  it.  The  very  dependence  of  the  foul  on 
the  difpofition  of  the  body,  in  many  of  its  operations* 
from  which  the  Materialift  draws  his  objection  folves 
the  difficulty,  becaufe  it  follows  of  necelfity,  that  the 
operations  o£  the  foul,  dependent  on  the  difpofition  of 
the  body,  muft  be  more  or  lefs  perfect  according  to 
that  difpofition,  that  its  knowledge  muft  increafe  witfi 
its  years,  and  that  every  derangement  in  the  organi- 
zation of  the  body,  rnuft  produce  a  correfpondent  de- 
rangement in  the  operations  of  the  foul,  but  this  mu- 
tual dependence  does  not  fhew  that  they  are  fimilar 
fubftances,  or  that  the  active  principle,  in  which  there 
is  no  principle  of  diiToiution,  may  not  exift  after  the 
union,  by  the  deftrudion  of  the  body,  is  diffoivcd. 
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Tq  conclude  th}s  article  :  there  is  not  an  operation  of 
the  mind,  which  does  not  argue  its  fimplicity,  which 
does  not  {hew  it  to  be  an  uncompofed,  indivifible  an4 
aclive  principle,  it  is  not  the  eye  that  judges  of  colours, 
nor  is  it  the  ear  that  examines  the  nature  of  founds , 
all  the  fenfes  are  inlets,  and  the  fame  indivisible  Being 
fees,  hears,  taftes  and  fmell$.    If  this  principle  be  fup- 
pofed  material  how  take  in  fuch  an  immenfe  quantity 
of  objects  at  the  fame  view  ?  Where  flow  all  the  objects 
contained  in  the  memory  ?  How  extend  its  refearches 
in  futurity  I  Where  place  the  ideas  of  truth,  of  virtue3 
of  vice,  of  difhonefty,  which  affect  no  fenfe?  How 
compare  ideas  and  draw  conclufions  from  fixed  ande- 
ternal  principles  ?  Thefe  operations  of  the  human  mind 
fhew,  in  the  ftrongeft  light,  the  ignorance,  abfurdity 
and  impiety  of  the  Materialift.  It  is  a  melancholy  truth 
that  fuch  m  on  iters  in  human  fhape  do  exift  among!]; 
Us,  and  that  the  gratification  of  fenfual  appetites  de- 
grades a  man  fh  low  as  to  deprive  him  pf  the  light  of 
reafon. 

AS  this  intelligent  Being,  which  we  call  afoul,  is 
not  felf-exiftent,  cannot  receive  an  exigence  from  any 
Being  equally  imperfect  and  impotent,  it  argues  the 
exiftence  of  an  omnipotent  and  eternal  caufe,  on  which 
it  depends  for  its  exiftence  and  prefervation  in  thai; 
(late  of  exiftence. 

The  £ou\  of  man,  not  being  compofed  of  jarring  ele- 
ments like  the  body,  has  no  principle  of  diflblution 
within  it,  it  is  therefore  immortal  of  its  own  na* 
ture,  and  as  it  cannot  give  itfelf  exiftence,  when  in  a 
fiate  of  mere  poffibility,  nor  receive  it  from  any  other 
Being  equally  impotent,  fo,  when  placed  in  a  fiate  of 
exiftence,'  it  cannot  deprive  itfelf  of  exiftence,  nor  be 
deprived  of  it  by  any  power  inferior  to  that  from  vvhicfy 
it  holds  exiftence,  it  therefpre  cannot  be  deftrpyedbui 
by  annihilation 
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That  the  foul  muft  exift,  when  the  union  with  tha 
body  is  diffolved,  is  evident  from  this,  that  in  its  moft 
perfect  operations  it  is  independent  on  the  body,  that  is, 
;n  reafcning  on  univerfal  principles,  which  though 
eternal  and  immutable  cannot  affeft  any  one  of  its  fen- 
fes,  hence  it  follows  that  a  feparation  from  the  body 
only  ferves  to  perfect  the  foul,  and  as  perfe&ion  and 
corruption  are  effenthily  oppoiite,  what  perfects  cannot 
corrupt,  or  deftroy,  thefoui  therefore  muft  exift  when 
the  union  with  the  body  is  diffolved,  if  pot  reduce4 
to  non-exiftence  by  annihilations 

To  pretend  that  the  foul,  immortal  of  its  own  na- 
ture,  capable  of  greater  perfections  in  its  higheft  ope- 
rations in  a  ftate  of  feparation,  than  when  united  with 
the  body,  fliould  be  dqftroyed  by  almighty  power  is 
rafh  and  extravagant.  No  reafon  can  be  affigned  for 
this  pretended  annihilation,  whilft  reafons  not  fimply 
plaufible  but  conclufive  and  incontrovertible  fliew  the 
contrary. 

In  the  firft  place  the  defire  of  immortality  is  natural 
to  man.  It  is  univerfal,  and  has  been  fo  from  the  com- 
mencement; in  vain  does  the  Atheift,  or  the  Materialifl, 
pretend  that  this  may  be  the  effect  of  prejudice  or  edu- 
cation :  he  might  as  well  pretend  that  the  defire  of  life 
or  the  means  to  fupport  it,  is  the  effect,  of  prejudice  or 
education. 

Prejudices  are  variable,  fo  is,  education,  and  the  . 
opinions  depending  on  them  as  variable  as  the  prin- 
ciples, on  which  they  depend  ;  the  defire  of  immortal^ 
ty  is  invariable,  as  univerfal  as  the  defire  of  meat  and 
drink  ;  it  is  therefore  founded  in  our  nature,  impreffed 
on  the  foul  by  its  author,  confequently  it  cannot  be  vain, 
if  the  author  of  nature,  in  whom  veracity,  wifdom  and 
power  are  infinite,  be  not  fuppofed  to  fport  with  his 
creatures,  and  amufe  himfelf  with  deceiving  them, 
>h:$h  furpaffes  abfurdity. 

There 
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There  arc  many  who  do  not  defire  immortality* 
Perhaps  there  may  be  Tome  impious,  profligate,  and 
unprincipled  characters,  who  have  nothing  to  expect 
but  the  punifhment  due  to  their  crimes,  to  whom  of 
courfe  immortality  is  not  defirabie.  There  are  men 
without  nofes,  and  fome  without  eyes,  does  it  follow 
that  an  eye  or  a  nofe  is  not  natural  to  man  ?  No  !  but 
that,  through  the  interpofition  of  fome  fecondary 
caufes,  there  are  monftersin  the  phyfical  world  ;  in  like 
manner  if  there  be  an  Atheift,  or  a  Materialift,  who 
does  not  defire  immortality,  it  only  proves  that  there 
are  mopfters  in  the  moral  world,  fo  abforbed  in  fenfu- 
ality  as  to  be  deprived  of  the  light  of  reafon.  The 
qualities  natural  to  any  fpecies  are  not  to  be  fought  for 
in  monflers,  in  which  there  muft  be  either  an  excref- 
cence,  or  a  defect,  but  they  are  found  in  the  more  per- 
fect, individuals  of  the  fpecies.  That  this  defire  of  im- 
mortality is  deeply  implanted  in  the  minds  of  all  good 
men  was  never  denied  even  by  the  Atheift. 

In  the  next  place,  the  mind  of  man  is  unlimited  in  its 
defires,  the  more  it  knows,  the  more  it  defires  to  know, 
the  greater  its  poffeffions  the  more  it  extends  its  views. 
One  object  attained  is  but  an  incentive  to  purfue  ano- 
ther ;  it  is  therefore  manifeft  that  nothing  ftiort  of 
infinitude  can  fill  the  capacity  of  the  mind,  and  equal- 
ly evident  that  infinitude  is  not  attainable  but  by  im- 
mortality, where  truth  is  feen  in  its  fource,  and  fills 
the  capacity  of  the  underftarfding,  and  infinite  excel- 
lence fixes  the  defires  of  the  wilj,  there  being  no  other 
object,  which  it  can  defire.  This  unlimited  capacity,  in 
the  mind  of  man,  fhews  that  he  has  been  intended  for 
the  pofTeifion  of  infinite  excellence.  Whence  thefe 
terrors  in  the  mind  of  the  vicious  or  rather  flagitious 
man  ?  Whilft  with  impunity  and  liorrof  he  oppreffes 
innocence,  un,d  increafes  his  poffefiions  with  the  fpoils 
pf  the  defencelefs  ?  And  whence  this  fecret  fctisfaclioa 
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in  the  foul  of  the  juft  man,  when  he  relieves  the  dif- 
trefsofhis  moft  inveterate  enemy,  forgetting  in  the 
day  of  his  diftrefs  that  he  is  an  enemy,  and  remem- 
bering that  he  cannot  ceafe  to  be  his  brother  ?  Does 
not  that  fenfe  of  rectitude  impianted  in  the  mind  of 
man,  point  out  an  immortality,  in  which  the  juft  man 
expects  the  reward  of  his  virtue,  and  the  oppreffor  of 
innocence  and  weaknefs  fears  the  punifhment  of  his 
crimes  ?  But  virtue  fays  the  Materialift  is  its  own  re- 
ward, the  fenfe  of  having  done  a  virtuous  act  rewards 
the  action.  It  is  true  the  fenfe  of  virtue  foothes  in  af- 
fliction, and  pleafes  in  profperity  ;  but  it  is  from  the 
profpect  of  futurity,  in  which  that  reward,  which  is1 
here  denied,  will  be  obtained.  Virtue  without  a  re- 
ward either  here  or  hereafter,  either  in  fact,  or  in 
hope,  though  good  in  itfelf,  is  not  the  fource  of  any 
thing  that  is  good.  Vice  rewarded  here,  and  having 
nothing  to  fear  hereafter,  is  preferable;  hence  it  fol- 
lows that  the  Atheift,  and  Materialift  muft  be  a  flagi- 
tious man  or  a  fool ;  that  any  appearance  of  virtue  in 
fuch  a  character  is  mere  liypocrify,  a  malk  aflunaed  to 
impofe  on  the  unwary. 

Now  kt  us  fuppdfe  that  virtue  from  its  innate 
beauty,  and  the  fatisfaction  which  attends  virtuous 
actions  may.  without  any  profpect  of  immortality,  be 
an  inducement  to  practice  virtue  in  fome  initances; 
will  it  in  all  poliible  conjunctures  ?  And  fuppofing  it  ,\ 
reward  in  fome  inftanees  will  it  in  all  ?  What  is  the  re- 
gard of  the  virtuous  man  vvhofe  innocence  is  oppreft 
fed  by  power,  his  reputation  ruined  by  calumny,  his 
family  degraded  and  reduced  to  beggary,  and  he  hirm 
felf  dragged  as  a  criminal  to  a  gibbet  ?  In  this  life 
he  can  have  no  reward,  becaufe  he  is  deprived  of  life,4 
in  a  future  he  can  have  none,  if  we  believe  the  Materi- 
alift. 

And  what  is  the  pumfhment  of  a  mercilefs  Tyrant, 
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who  facrificcs  thcufmds  to  his  arnufement  r"  Who,  (it? 
fenfible  to  the  cries  of  defencelefs  women  and  children, 
buries  them  in  the  ruins  of  the  cities  which  his  ambiti- 
on levels  with  the  ground?  An  immortality  is .indif- 
penfably  neceifary  to  reward  the.  unmerited  and  unre^ 
warded  fufferings  of  the  former,  and  to  punifli  the  fe> 
rocious  cruelty  of  the  latter. 

It  is  therefore  manifeft  that  the  foul,  immortal  of  its 
own  nature^  will  not  be  annihilated  by  the  power  of 
its  Creator.  Add  to  this  that  a  creature  does  not  at- 
tain its  ultimate  end  until  its  natural  defires  are  fatisfi- 
ed,  the  foul  of  man  -naturally,  and  invincibly,  de  fires 
happinefs,  and  a  perpetual  continuation  of  happinefs. 
The  author  of  human  nature  does  not  withdraw  that, 
which  perfects  nature,  that  without  which  it  cannot 
attain  its  ultimate  end.  The  poifibility  of  annihilation 
is  indifputahle  :  the  power  which  creates  can  annihu 
late  5  nothing  lefs  than  infinite  power  can  do  either. 
The  eiflance  between  non-exiftence  and  exigence  whe- 
ther infinite  of  not,  is  manifeftly  in  fu  per  able  to  any  li- 
mited power,  but  that  it  is  inccmfiftent  with  the  pre- 
feht  order  of  things  to  exercife  this  power  is  mani. 
feft  from  the  reafons  already  affigned  and  will  appeal" 
more  clearly  in  the  courfe  of  the  work. 

If  it  be  aiked  why  the  foul  being  independent  on  the 
body  in  its  highePc  operations,  and  more  capable  of  ex- 
erci ling  its  intellectual  faculties  in  a  flate  of  reparation* 
has  been  united  to  the  body  ?  The  reply  is  fimple  and 
fatisfactory.  In  all  that  depends  on  the  abfolute  and 
fovereign  will  of  the  Creator  lie  act's  according  to 
the  dictates  of  his  wiJdom,  Conjecture  affigns  two 
plaufible  reafons.  The  firft  that  the  foul  united  to 
the  body,  in  its  {Struggles  with  Beings  of  an  inferior 
order,  may  be  prepared  for  a  more  noble  end  as  gold  is 
fried  in  the  fire  ;  and  through  this  appears  the  gcjodnefs 
of  its  author,  in  not  only  giving  man  a  being,  but  alfo 
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Enabling  him  by  his  own  efforts  and  theexercife  of  hig 
faculties  to  attain  a  more  exalted  end,  than  that  for 
Which  human  nature  feems  intended.  And  the  fe« 
cond,  that  the  body '  itfelf  elevated  by  its  union  with 
the  foul,  and  purified  by  the  practice  of  thefe  virtues? 
of  which  it  is  the  infti  umental  caufe,  may  be  placed 
in  a  more  fublime  fituation,  fo  that  the  foul  may  be* 
to  the  body,  what  God  is  to  the  foul. 

As  it  is  impoifible  that  a  Being  which  is  itfelf  defti- 
tute  of  intelligence  could  give  exiftence  to  intelligent 
Beings,  from  the  exiftence  of  fo  many  fpirits  in  the 
intellectual  world,  that  man  muft  be  ignorant  indeed 
who  does  not  fee  that  there  muft  be  a  primary  caufe 
fovereignly  intelligent,  a  pure  intellectual  Being  emi- 
nently poffeffed  of  all  the  powers  and  perfections,  which 
k  fo  bountifully,  and  abundantly  beftows"  on  its  crea- 
tures. This  primary  caufe  is  what  in  common  lan- 
guage we  call  God,  the  firft  object  of  his  will  is  his  own 
infinite  goodnefs  :  in  this  he  fees  all  that  is  pleafrng  irt 
his  creatures,  a*s  it  is  natural  for  goodnefs  to  commu- 
nicate itfelf  to  thefe  he  gave  exiftence  at  the  commence- 
ment of  time,  yet  to  fhetv  his  foVereign  independency 
from  eternity  he  was  equally  happy  and  glorious  with- 
out them,  their  exiftence,  or  non  exiftence,  argues  no 
change  in  him,  who  is  eternal,  and  immutable,  but  in 
them,  who  are  from  theneceHIty  of  their  being  imper- 
fect, fubject  to  change.  According  to  our  limited 
mode  of  conception  a  iort  of  progreft  maybe  remarked 
iri  the  love  of  God,  his  own  excellence  the  firft  and 
principal  object,  the  excellence  and  beauty  of  the  uni- 
verfe  as  reduced  to  it,  and  the  goodnefs  of  each  particu- 
lar object  in  reference  to  the  whole,  hence  it  is  clear  that 
what  may  appear  to  us  a  defect  may  be  a  perfection 
confidered  with  refpect  to  the  whole,  of  which  it  is  a1 
part. 

The  excellence  of  Gcd,  to  which  nothing  can  be  com- 
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pared,  is  a  fufficient  reafon  for  his  loving  himfel£ ;  his 
goodnefs  alfo  is  a  fufficient  reafon  for  creating  the  world  \ 
but  ^  reafon  of  mere  convenience,  not  of  neceffity  :  for 
it  is  convenient  and  conliftent  with  fovereign  goodnefs 
to  communicate  itfelf  in  fome  meafure,  yet  it  is  totally 
independent  becaufe  it  is  neither  encreafed  nor  dimi* 
nifhed  by  the  goodnefs  of  its  creatures. 

Fear,  hope,  defire,  forrow,  repentance,  or  any  other" 
paffion,  which  argues  a  change  in  the  fubjeft,  are  incon- 
fiftentwith  the  divine  nature.  Love  is  not ;  God  loves 
himfelf  and  ail  his  creatures  ,  the  beauty  of  the  object 
attracts  our  will,  the  love  of  God  is  not  attracted  by  the 
goodnefs  of  the  object,  it  is  efficient,  not  affective,  it  in- 
fufes  goodnefs  and  beauty  in  the  objecl:,  and  thouglt 
the  love  of  God  to  his  creatures  be  one  fimple  aft  iden* 
tified  with  his  effence,  and  incapable  of  encreafe  or  di- 
minution, from  the  greater  or  iefs  excellence,  which  he 
communicates,  it  majr  be  denominated  greater,  or  lefs, 
in  this  fenfe  he  ,does  not  love  all  his  creatures  equally* 
Some  Philofophers  have  taught  that  God  from  the  ne- 
ceffity  of  his  Being,  is  determined  to  create  this  world, 
and  that  a  more,  or  lefs  perfect,  he  could  not  create, 
this  is  perfectly  impious,  and  hardly  defer ves  a  refutati- 
on. 

A  chriftian  Philofopher  admitting  the  liberty  of  God 
to  create,  or  not  to  create,  pretends  that  of  all  poffibl^ 
fyftems,  the  prefent  one  is  the  mod  perfeft,  this  opini- 
on though  not  fo  impious  as  the  former,  is  equally  ab- 
furd,  as  if  the  perfection  of  the  whole,  does  not  confift 
in  the  perfection  of  it's  component  parts  5  and  as  if 
there  be  any  one  part  of  the  vifible  world,  or  even  the 
intellectual  world,  at  its  ultimate  point  of  perfection, 
fo  that  omnipotence  could  not  add  one  degree  of  per- 
fection more  to  it. 

The  creation  of  a  world  more,  or  lefs.  perfect,  is  an  ef- 
feft  of  choice,  fo  that  God  is  perfectly  free  to  create  of 
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not  to  create,  to  create  a  world  more  or  lefs  perfect, 
God  loves  himfelf  neceflkriiy  :  it  is  impoflible  that  fo* 
vereign  wifdom  fliould  not  direct  him  to  love  fove* 
reign  goodnefs,  his  creatures  he  loves  becaufe  he  crea- 
ted them,  not  becaufe  they  are  neceflary  to  his  happi- 
nefs,  his  exigence,  his  goodnefs,  his  fan&ity  axe  inde- 
pendent on  his  creatures  ;  on  the  contrary  all  his  crea- 
tures depend  on  him.  Moreover  that  liberty,  which 
is  enjoyed  by  many  of  his  creatures,  he  muft  poffefs 
in  a  more  eminent  degree,  elfe  he  could  not  comwiu- 
nicate  it.  It  may  be  laid  that,  the  divine  will,  as  the 
divine  knowledge,  being  identified  with  the  divine 
nature,  God  wills  of  necefiity  all  that  he  wills,  as  he 
fcnows  of  necefiity,  all  that  he  knows.  The  difference 
confifts.  in  this,  that  the  knowledge  of  obje&s,  has  a 
reference  to  the  understanding,  in  which  they  are 
known,  but  the  will  has  a  reference,  to  tlje  objects  as 
they  are  in  themfeives. 

Though  the  will  of  God  be  eternal,  and  immutable, 
and  the  efficient  caufe  cf  all  his  creatures,  it  does  not 
follow  that  his  creatures  mould  exift  from  eternity,  but 
that  they  mould  exift  in  the  fuccefiive  order,  in  which, 
by  a  free  act  of  his  will,  he  predifpofed  them,  nor  does 
;t  follow  that  their  exiftence  is  neceflary,  but  hypothe- 
tically,  that  is,  in  the  fuppofition  of  God's  determina- 
tion to  create  them. 

In  God  there  is  no  paflive  indifference,  nor  is  it 
neceflary  in  us  ;  an  inftant  previous  to  action  is  indif- 
penfably  neceflary  to  examine  motives,  and  decide  in 
conference.  This  inftant  is  called  the  inftant  of  elec- 
tion. God,  whofe  knowledge  is  infinite,  decides  im- 
mediately, without  any  examination  of  motives,  and 
Ms  deciflon,  or  decree,  is  the  exercife  of  the  moft  per- 
fect liberty,  being  an  effect  of  active  indifference;  un- 
der no  influence  of  any  external  caufe,  or  prepon- 
derating motive  capable  of  necefiltating  the  will ;  his 

goodnefs. 


11     :.-**  .    "  :  1 

goodnefs  may  be  considered  as  an  inducement  to  create 
a  world,  on  which  his  own  happinefs,  the  only  object 
Capable  of  influencing  his  will,  is  totally  independent. 

From  this  reafoning  it  appears  that  the  immutability 
of  God's  decrees  is  perfectly  confiftent  with  his  liberty  ; 
for  the  exercife  of  this  liberty  requires  no  pafiive  in- 
differenced ,  no  previous  examination  of  motives,  no  fm> 
cceding  change,  in  a  word  nothing  which  argues  the 
lhadow  of  inconfiftency.  A  difcuffion  of  any  kind,  an 
enquiry  into  the  efficacy  of  means,  a  decifion  contrary 
to  a  former  decifion,  are  inconfiftent  with  God-s  im- 
mutability ;  all  thefe  are  excluded  from  the  exercife  of 
Ms  liberty. 

God,  being  the  firft  great  and  universal  caufe,  it  is 
manifest  that  all  fecondary  caufes  are  dependent  on 
him  in  their  actions,  of  courfe  that  nothing  can  happen 
contrary  to  his  will,  hence  it  does  not  follow  that  the 
actions  of  men  are  not  free,  and  contingent  >  it  only 
argues  the  efficacy  of  God's  will  in  constituting  all 
fecondary  caufes  fo  that  they  may  produce  their  effects 
according  to  their  nature,  yet  all  fubordinate  to  his 
fupreme  will.  Arfenic  poifons,  and  bread  qourifhes. 
Thefe  are  blind  caufes,  their  effects  are  invariably  the 
fame  ;  they  are  determined  by  the  Author  of  their  be- 
ing, whofe  fovereign  will  constitutes  the  nature  of  all 
his  creatures.  The  man  thinks,  fpeaks  and  acts  free 
from  co-aclion,  from  without,  or  neceffity  from  within, 
but  not  liberated  from  his  dependence  on  the  primary, 
and  univerfal  caufe  ;  without  the  concurrence  of  which 
bo  fecondary  caufe  can  acl: ;  hence  it  follows  that,  not- 
withstanding the  exiftence  of  moral  evil  in  this  world, 
the  will  of  God  is  always  fulfilled.  It  is  true,  the  malice, 
or  deformity  of  moral  evil,  is  contrary  to  the  will  of 
God  ;  but  the  permiffion  of  the  acl  in  which  this  de- 
formity, or,  if  you  will,  this  non-conformity  with  the 
law  is  found,  is  not  contrary  to  his  will :  as  the  nature 


pi  man  is  imperfect  and  defective,  and  that,  in  hig 
wifdom,  he  permits  him  to  act  according  to  his  nature, 
&nd  moreover  as  the  refult  of  this  act,  morally  bad,  is 
always  directed  by  God  to  fbmething  which  is  good, 
the  permiffion  of  the  a 61  is  good,  and  confident  with 
fovereign  goodneis.  From  this  permiffion,  or  rather 
lion- prevention  of  evil,  it  does  not  follow,  that  God  is 
the  caufe  of  fin  either  directly,  or  indirectly,  or  even 
by  accident,  as  Philofophers  fpea^.  He  is  not  the  di- 
rect caufe  of  fin,  becaufe  he  does  not  intend  it,  thp 
proper  ufe  or  liberty  is  intended  by  him,  not  the 
ubufe  of  it,  not  to  fay  that  a  non-preventing  caufe;, 
and  more  particularly  a  caufe  not  obliged  to  prevent., 
was  never  thought  an  efficient  caufe  of  any  act,  either 
directly,  or  indirectly,  or  by  accident,  in  a  word  the 
malice  of  any  human  act  confuting  in  its  non- confor- 
mity with  fome  law,  is  a  defect  not  an  effect,  it  argues 
a  deficient  caufe  not  an  efficient  one. 

A  queftion  of  great  importance  comes  next  under 
confideration,  that  is,  if  man  be  a  free  agent.  How- 
ever ftrange  it  may  appear  that,  an  opinion  abfurd  in 
itfelf,  contradicting  the  fenfe  of  mankind,  degrading 
man  from  the  rank,  which  he  holds  in  the  order  of 
Beings,  annihilating  vice  and  virtue,  rendering  rewards 
and  punifliments  ineffectual,  fubverffve  of  focial  order 
and  deftructive  of  all  fociety,  mould  be  adopted,  and 
publicly  avowed,  by  men  filling  themfelves  Philofo- 
phers, and  pretending  to  correct  old.  errors,  and  difpel 
that  illufion,  which  deceived  the  world  from  the  com- 
mencement, it  is  not  the  lefs  true  :  our  modern  Phi- 
lofophers have  difcovered  that  man  is  a  well  regulated 
piece  of  clock-work  ;  an  animated  machine  ;  that  all 
his  thoughts,  his  ideas,  his  fenfations,  his  words,  his 
actions,  are  neceffariiy  connected,  and  fucceed  each 
pther  in  order,  from  the  neceffity  of  his  Being,  as 
the  links  in  a  chain  or  the  movements  in  a  clock . 
Rifum  temaiis  amlc'u  It 


it  is  irkfonie  to  reafon  againil  nonfenfe,  yet  the  con- 
fequences  of  this  opinion,  publicly  avowed,  and  ob- 
truded on  a  deluded  people,  in  a  thoufand  different 
forms,  oblige  us  to  examine  the  fophiftry  of  its  abet- 
tors, and  the  different  fallacies  which  with  unparalcl- 
led  effrontery  they  call  conclufive  reafons. 

It  muff  be  qbferved  in  the  fir  ft  place  that  external 
force  produces  co-action,  an  internal  irnpulfe  irrefifti- 
ble,  is  called  neceility,  irnpulfe  however  ftrong,  if  not 
jrrefiftible  is  an  inducement  to  ad,  but  neat  inconfiftent 
with  liberty.  Co-acYion  and  neceQity  are  incompatible 
with  freedom  of  action,  or  determination. 

Beings  exifffrom  the  necefiuy  of  their  nature,  which 
€annot  he  fuppofed  non-exiitent.  Men's  actions,  in 
the  opinion  under  confideration,  are  of  that  character, 
each  fucceeding  act  being  neceffarily  connected  with 
the  preceding,  fo  that,  it  is  as  neceffary  that  the  high- 
wayman fhould  murder  the  innocent,  and  unfufpecring 
traveller,  at  that  precife  point  of  time,  and  in  that 
very  place,  where  the  murder  is  Committed,  as  that 
there  fcouid  he  an  eclipfe  of  the  3VJoon,  at  that  precife 
time,  and  in  that  part  of  the  expanfe,  where  the 
Earth's  place  in  the  ecliptic,  is  in  the  right  line  drawn 
from  the  Moon's  place  in  its  path  to  the  Sun. 

Beings  arefaid  to  be  contingent,  when  they  maybe 
fuppofed  to  exilt,  or  not,  thus  if  man  be  a  free  agent, 
the  highwayman  might,  without  abfurdity,  be  fuppo- 
fed to  abftain  from  the  murder.  This  fuppofttion  is  fa 
very  natural  that,  a  judge,  upon  conviction,  will 
order  the  highwayman  for  execution,  thinking  not  only 
that  he  might,  but  that  he  ought  to  have  abitained 
from  the  murder. 

If  man  has  any  object  in  view,  if  he  purfu.es  an  end, 
the  object  may  be  attainable  by  one,  or  different 
means,  if  the  end  be  attainable  but  by  one  mean,  that 
mean  is  called  necefiary,  not  limply,  as  if  the  meaa 
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exifted  from  the  neceffity  of  its  being,  but  it  is  necef- 
fary  to  the  attainment  of  the  end  in  view,  thus  a  vef- 
fel  is  neceffary  to  crofs  the  ocean,  if  a  man  intends  to 
do  fo,  and  food  is  neceffary  to  fuppbf  t  life. 

If  the  fame  end  may  be  attained  by  different  means, 
they  are  called  ufeful,  not  neceffary.  A  carriage  is 
ufeful  in  a  long  journey. 

There  is  alfo  a  twofold  indifference,  paffive,  and  active, 
this  paflive  indifference  is  peculiar  to  all  inanimate 
Beings,  which  are  indifferent  to  reft  or  motion  in  any 
direction,  and  will  remain  in  any  ftate,  in  which  they 
are  placed  until  removed  by  fome  external  agent. 

Active  indifference  is  the  refult  ofreafon,  the  foun- 
dation of  liberty  in  man,  and  in  all  intellectual  Be- 
ings, 

This  active  indifference,  or  power  of  felf-determina- 
tion,  enables  a  man  to  purfue  an  object,  or  its  oppofite, 
or  ceafe  from  the  purfuit  ;  to  affume  or  reject  any 
mean,  or  choofe  between  two,  or  more,  means  equal, 
or  unequal. 

Does  man  poffefs  this  power  of  felf  determination  ? 
This  active  indifference  ?  Is  he  matter  of  his  actions  5 
Are  they  the  refult  of  choice,  or  the  effect  of  irrefiltible 
impulfe  ?  The  world  was  in  pofferlion  of  believing  man 
a  free  agent.  What  an  effort  of  geiierofity  in  our  mo- 
dern Philofophets  to  attempt  to  undeceive  it  ?  But  if 
the  deception  be  natural  to  man,  a  link  in  the  chain  of 
his  ideas,  our  Philofophers  have  to  lament  his  fate, 
leave  him  to  his  deftiny,  and  thank  their  liars  that  they 
fhemfelves  are  but  animated  machines,  monkeys  of 
a  larger  fize  ;  and  that  they  have  the  candor  fro  ac- 
knowledge it,  whether  the  world  believe  them  or 
not. 

The  writer  believes  the  modern  Philofopher  a  hciU 
tious  monkey  :  his  babbling  refembles  the  chattering 
$f  his  brother  brute,  his  pretenfions  to  honor,  honeily* 
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Integrity  or  Sidy  dther  human  Virtue  is  mere  grim  ace  f 
the  factitious  brute  however  furpaifes  the  natural,  iri 
folly,  impudence  and  vanity.  Of  this  picture  he  muft 
nat  com j  lain  ;  he  knows  that  every  impulfe  is  irrefifti- 
ble,  the  writer  is,  therefore,  irrefiftibly  impelled  to  clafs 
thefe  hitherto  non-defcripts  called  modern  Philofophers' 
amongft  factitious  monkeys. 

God  being  infinitely  perfect,  and  perfectly  free, 
either  from  co-action  or  irreiiftible  impulfe,  may  create 
man  a  free  agent  :  it  is  riot  impofEble  to  omnipotence, 
nor  inconftilent  with  goodnefs,  nor  repugnant  to 
man's  dependence  on  his  maker ;  for  though  his  de- 
fires  are  boundlefs,  he  cannot  attain  the  different  ob- 
jects, which  he  defires  without  the  concurrence  of  hi3 
maker,  fo  that  notwithftanding  his  liberty  of  deter- 
mination and  action,  he  is  always  in  a  flate  of  depen- 
dence. 

The  majefty,  the  wifdomj  the  mercy,  and  the  ju£ 
tke  of  God,  are  manifeft  in  that  indifference  of  acti- 
on which  man  enjoys,  his  majefty  in  being  ferved  by 
choice,  his  mercy  in  forgiving  offences  on  condition 
of  penance,  his  juflice  in  rewarding  virtue,  when  Vice 
is  practicable,  and  punifhing  vice  whiift  virtue  is  pof- 
fible,  and  his  wifdom,  in  eftablifhing  moral  laws,  the 
obfervance  of  which  conftitutes  true  haooinefs  here, 
and  conducts  to  endlefs  happinefs  hereafter. 

It  is  in  vain  to  pretend  that  mere  fpontaneity  is  fuffi- 
dent  to  conftirute  liberty.  If  fo  a  wolf  in  purfuitof 
prev  would  be  a  free  agent,  and  his  liberty  increafe 
with  his  hunger,  becaufe  it  is  certain  that  his  purfuit 
of  prey  is  eager  and  fpontaneo^s  in  proportion  to  his 
hunger. 

And  it  is  yet  more  ridiculous  to  pretend  that  ex- 
ternal co-action  alone  deftroys  liberty.  Irrefiftible 
impulfe  from  within  is  evidently  more  inconfiftent 
with  it.    Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  the  will  cannot  be  forced 
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by  any  external  power  :  the  body  may  be  laid  uncle? 
any  reftraint  but  not  the  mind,  whereas  internal  im- 
pulfe  irrefiftible  retrains  the  mind,  deprives  her  of  the 
power  of  accepting  or  rejecting  the  object  propofed  to 
the  will,  or  of  purfuing  another  at  that  time  ;  hence 
appears  the  indifpenfable  neceffity  of  active  indifference 
in  a  free  agent,  that  is,  that  the  agent  be  not  determined 
by  any  caufe,  either  external,  or  internal,  but  deter- 
mines itfelf  according  to  election.  This  neceffity  of 
election  argues  the  neceffity  of  fome  previous  know- 
ledge of  the  object:  the  mind  can  neither  defire  nor 
hate  an  object,  of  which  it  has  no  idea  at  all,  the  pur- 
fuit  of  fuch  an  object,  mult  be  the  effect  of  blind  impe- 
tdofity,  or  impulfe,  not  of  choice. 

Hence  abfolute  neceffity  deftroys  liberty  of  action, 
becaufe  it  is  totally  incontinent  with  active  indifference, 
as  it  determines  the  mind  on  purfuit  of  the  object ; 
with  previous  knowledge  as  it  is  implanted  in  our 
nature  ;  and  with  choice  or  election,  it  leaves  room  for 
none. 

Hypothetical  neceffity  is  reconcileable  with  free  agen- 
cy, thus  a  veffei  is  neceffary  for  me  to  crofs  the  Atlan- 
tic, but  this  neceffity  fuppofes  my  determination  to 
crofs  it,  and  a  previous  knowledge,  difcuffion,  and 
choice  of  the  motives,  which  induced  me  to  make  the 
voyage. 

The  exercife  of  reafon  is  abfolutely  neceffary  to 
liberiy  :  it  is  reafon  which  directs  the  mind  in  the 
choice  of  motives,  in  the  choice  of  means  to  attain  an 
end,  or  in  the  choice  of  objects,  which  to  purine,  or 
which  to  avoid  ;  without  reafon  there  is  no  election, 
there  is  no  liberty,  nothing  but  blind  inftinct  or  natural 
and  irrefiftible  impulfe.  Hence  fools  and  children  are 
not  accountable  for  .their  actions.  Though  the  will  be 
the  fubject  of  liberty,  reafon  is  the  caufe  of  it.  Hence 
it  follows  that  any  thing  not  fubject  to  the  judgment  of 
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teafon,  cannot  be  the  object  of  liberty,  as  the  defire  0? 
happinefs  in  general,  it  is  implanted  in  the  mind  of 
man,  from  this  defire  of  happinefs  in  general  we  purfue 
particular  objects,  which  we  think  conducive  to  happi- 
nefs, in  the  choice  of  thefe  objects,  and  in  the  choice  of 
means  to  attain  thefe  obiecb,  corififts  the  exercife  of 
our  liberty.  The  purfuit  or  avedion  of  any  objecl: 
pre-fuppofo  a  knowledge  of  the  object,  a  difcuffion  of 
motives,  an  election  and  confequent  determination, 
all  which  are  neceffary  to  eonftitute  a  free  act  of  the 
wiiL 

Motives  however  ftrong  are  but  inducements  to  act: 
they  give  no  irrehftibie  impulfe  ;  the  mind  from  its 
innate  activity  is  free  to  reject  or  re-confider  them  ; 
but  if  the  mind  'ultimately  determines  to  act  in  fuch  or 
fuch  a  manner,  in  confluence  of  fuch  or  fuch  a  mo- 
tive, its  active  indifference  with  refpect  to  that  par- 
ticular act  of  the  will,  no  longer  fubhfts,  becaufe  it  has 
been  exercifed,  the  act  itffclf  is  no  longer  indifferent  to 
exift  or  not  exift,  becaufe  it  in  fail  exifts  ;  yet  it  is 
manifeftly  a  free  act,  becaufe  it  is  the  effect  of  free 
and  active  determination,  upon  confideration  of  mo- 
tives, and  t  hoice,  hence  Philofophers  fay  that  a  man 
neceflarily  acts  in  confequence  of  his  laft  practical  judg- 
ment, which  is  true,  but  it  is  a  neceffity  induced  by 
the  exereiie  of  his  liberty,  as  it  is  impoffible  that  he 
Ihould  act  and  hot  act  at  the  fame  time* 

The  affent  of  the  underilanding  to  certain  truths^ 
which  are  irrefiflible,  is  not  repugnant  to  liberty  :  it 
is  true  the  mind  cannot  rerufe  its  aiient  to  truths,  which 
are  evident  on  the  expofition  5  but  the  mind  is  under 
no  neceffity  of  contemplating  thefe  truths,  the  neceffity 
of  believing  them,  is  therefore  a  confequent  neceffity 
induced  by  an  act  of  choice,  in  which  the  exercife  of 
liberty  cor.fifts. 

'I  hat  the  will  of  man  is  unreftrained  in  its  detsrmiha." 
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fcions,  either  by  external  force,  or  internal  Jmpulfe,  is. 
the  univerfel  fenfe  of  mankind  if  you  e  icept  a  few  vain 
men,  who  to  acquire  a  name,  affect  to  believe  the  contra- 
ry of  what  their  actions  (hew  to  be  truth  ;  the  very  jar- 
gon of  thefe  fcribblers  is  the  effect  of  liberty,  and  itsi 
greateft  abufe* 

If  man  be.  not  mailer  of  his  actions  to  what  end 
have  Jaws  been  eftablifhed  in  all  countries  and  at  aU 
times  i  To  what  end  propofe  rewards  or  punifhments 
Why  praife  the  fortitude  of  the  one,  or  defpife  the 
daftardly  cowardice  of  the  other  ?  Why  creel  a  ftatue 
to  the  deliverer  o£  his  country,  or  a  gibbet  for  the 
betrayer?  It  is  evident  as  the  Sun  at  mid-day  that  no 
man  deferves  reward,  qr  punifhment,  for  what  he  can- 
not pprTibly  avoid. 

To  pretend  tl\at  men's  actions  are  under  the  influ- 
ence of  fate  is  a  ridiculous  abfurdity  :  fate  is  an  empty- 
found,  it  conveys  no  idea  to  the  mind,  to  affign  an 
imaginary  Being,  which  has  no  exiftencc,  as  the  direc- 
tor of  man's  will,  furpafles  foliy.  That  the  will  ol 
man  is  fubject  to  the  iniluence  of  the  Stars  is  equally 
abfurd.  Are  the  Stars  intelligent  ?  Do  they  direct 
the  mind  of  man  according  to  fixed  or  variable  laws  ? 
In  reafoning  on  moral  principles,  on  mathematical- 
truths,  on  univerfal  principles,  on  virtue,  vice,  &c. 
are  we  to  confult  the  relative  pofitipns  of  the  Plan- 
ets? 

But  fays  the  Ailrologer  the  influence  of  the  Moon  h 
manifeft  in  the  cafe  of  lunatics.  Yes  and  in  many  other 
cafes  too  :  its  influence  is  great  on  all  fublunary  bodies* 
It  is  not  difficult  to  afTign  the  reafon.  The  attractive 
force  of  the  Moon  encreafmg,  or  decreaung,  in  a  certain 
proportion,  as  its  diftance  from  the  Earth  encreafes 
or  decrcafes,  augments  or  diminiflies  the  preffure  of  the 
atmofphere  on  the  human  body  as  on  all  other  fubluna. 
xy  bodies,  and  thereby  encreafes  or  diminiflies  that  de- 
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rangement  in  the  lunatic's  frame,  which  is  the  caufe 
of  his  lunacy,  the  effects  of  the  Moon  and  of  all  other 
Planets  on  the  atmofphere  and  on  the  waters  are  fubject 
to  mathematical  calculations.  No  doubt  our  pretend- 
ed Philofophers  will  begin  to  calculate  the  operations  of 
the  mind  proportioned  to  thefe  effects  :  the  data  are 
fufficient  for  men  accuftomed  to  fwallow  all  forts  of 
abfurdixy,  or,  if  you  will,  worthy  the  attention  of  thefe 
men  who  are  come  to  undeceive  the  human  race,  par- 
don  the  expreflion,  the  Baboon  race.  Unfortunately 
certain  events  mew  that  the  influence  of  the  Planets  is 
not  invariable  on  the  human  mind  :  at  the  fame  inftant 
a  drunkard  fteps  into  the  tavern,  and  a  fober  man 
paries  it  unnoticed,  the  influence  was  not  the  fame  on 
both.  No  matter.  That  will  only  encreafe  the  diffi- 
culty of  calculation,  and  the  glory  of  the  modern  Phi- 
lofopher  will  ftill  be  greater. 

The  mind  of  man  is  confcious  of  its  liberty,  the  man 
who  denies  it,  believes  this  truth  as  the  writer  does  : 
he  is  convinced  that  when  he  turns  his  thoughts  on 
any  object,  he  may  remove  the  object  from  his  mind, 
and  make  fome  other  a  fubject  of  consideration,  or  con- 
tinue to  contemplate  the  former,  when  he  walks,  he 
knows  he  may  fit  at  his  will,  or  continue  to  walk,  and 
if  he  continues  to  walk,  it  is  an  effect  of  choice,  or 
if,he  fits,  it  is  equally  an  effect  of  choice.  It  is  true  he 
cannot  walk  and  fit  at  the  fame  time.  Liberty  does 
not  require  impoffibilities,  but  it  is  enough  that  he 
walks  or  fits  at  his  option,  to  convince  him  that  his 
determinations  are  free  from  reftraint.  ft  is  in  vain  to 
rcafon  with  a  man  who  does  not  admit  a  truth,  of 
which  he  is  confcious. 

It  is  true  certain  thoughts  Occur,  for  which  we  can- 
siot  account,  and  our  ideas  at  times  fucceed  each  other 
without  any  fort  of  connection.  Images  are  propofed 
to  our  imagination  which  we  bear  with  reluctance,  and 
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from  which  we  find  It  difficult  to  difengagc  our  mind  $ 
but  all  this  fo  far  from  being  inconfiftent  with  liberty 
(hews  that  there  is  within  us  a  power  of  action  and 
determination  uncontrouled.  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  the 
virtuous  man  rejects  thefe  objects  propofed  to  his  ima- 
gination, with  horror,  regardlefs  of  the  itrong  impref- 
lions  made  on  anim.il  nature.  Whilft  the  intemper- 
ate fenfualiil  purities  them  with  an  eagernefs,  which 
approaches  fury.  The'  power  therefore  of  rejecting  or 
defiring  fuch  objects  is  free  from  reftraint  ;  this  not 
only  proves  the  liberty  of  man,  but  alfo  the  total  in- 
dependence of  the  foul  on  the  body  in  its  operations-. 
For  if  the  ftrongefi:  impreflions  on  the  fenfual  appetite 
be  not  irrefiftible,  it  is  manifeil  that  the  foul  is  miftrefs 
of  her  will  and  independent  on  the  body. 

Finally  the  object  or  defire  is  either  real,  or  appa- 
rent good,  and  the  object  of  averfion,  is  either  real,  or 
apparent  evil,  there  is  no  object  inferior  to  fovereiga 
happinefs,  which  may  not  excite  defire,  or  averfion, 
which  the  will  may  not  purfue,  or  relinquim,  becaufe 
there  is  none  in  which  there  is  not  fome  appearance 
of  good,  and  fome  appearance  of  evil,  no  particular 
object  therefore  can  irrefiftibiy  attract  the  will. 

The  man,  who  dreams,  fays  the  Material!!!:,  is  confei- 
ous  of  his  liberty,  why  not  the  man  who  wakes  ?  May  not 
his  life  be  a  perpetual  dream  ?  Such  nonfenfe  (hews 
the  Materialift  to  be  a  dreamer.  If  it  be  true,  as  fome 
Phyficians  pretend,  that  dreams  are  caufed  by  a  certain 
commotion  in  the  brain  from  the  irregular  flowing  of 
the  animal  fpirits,  and  prefenting  ideas  to  the  mind  as 
if  a  real  impreflion  were  macje  on  the  organs  offenfe, 
it  is  eafy  to  conceive  that  the  mind  enjoys  no  liberty 
in  its  dreams,  becaufe  there  is  no  comparifon  of  ideas, 
no  previous  knowledge  of  objects,  no  examination  of 
motives,  confequently  no  choice,  no  exercife  of  liberty. 
To  pretend  that  man  in  hh  fober  fenfes  and  active 
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employments  is  in  the  fame  ftate  as  if  he  dreamed  !s 
abfurdity  beneath  notice. 

Nothing  exifts  without  a  fufticient  reafon,  no  effect 
withour  a  caufe,  true,  but  the  caufe  may  be  determij 
oed  to  acl  by  fome  external  power,  as  a  ftone  gravitates 
according  to  the  laws  of  motion,  or  the  caufe  from  in* 
slate  activity  determines  itfejff,  as  a  man  walks,  ©r  fits, 
Ht  his  option,  any  inducement  is  a  fuflkient  reafon  for 
either. 

All  fecondary  caufes  are  dependent  on  the  primary 
caufe  in  their  operations.  That  is  admitted  ;  but  the 
primary  caufe  directs  fecondary  caufes  according  to 
their  nature,  becaufe  God  prefer ves  and  does  not  cor? 
TUpt  the  nat  ure  of  his  creatures,  hence  as  he  has  crea- 
ted man  intelligent,  an  active  and  free  agent,  in  the 
cSire&ion  of  his  operations,  he  does  not  deprive  him  of 
that  liberty  of  aclion,  which  is  a  privilege  of  hurnai\ 
riature,  the  very  characlerifttc  which  diitinguiih.es  him 
from  the  brute. 

As  man  is  not  feif-exiftent,.  he  muft  depend  on  the 
fame  grea^t  caufe  which  gave  him  an  exiftence  for  a 
continuation  of  that  exigence.  At  the  fir  ft  inftant  of 
exiftence  he  may  be  considered  as  merely  pafllve,  but 
nothiflg  prevents  him  from  esercifing  that  activity, 
which  he  received  with  exiftence  in  all  fucceeding  in* 
Hants  :  for.  whether  his  prefe.rvation  be  confidered  as  a, 
continuation  of  the  act  of  creation,  or  rather  a  manu- 
tention  in  received  exiftence,  or  fimply  a  permillion 
to  continue,  it  is  certain,  that  he  is  not  taken  a  fecond 
time  from  a  ftate  of  non-exiftence,  and  tl  at  being  in 
exiftence,  he  may  exerche  the  natural  powers  which 
he  pofieffes. 

In  children,  and  fome  fuperannuated  perfons  reafon 
appears  weak,  hence  the  Materialift  imagines  that,  the 
operations  of  the  foul  are  the  effects  of  motion,  with 
which  aclive  indifference  is  ir  reconcile  able. 
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It  is  true  the  fenfes  are  the  inlets  of  mbft  fenfations^ 
ynd  many  ideas,  and  any  derangement  in  the  organs  of 
fenfe  mull  affect  the  foul  in  many  of  her  operations, 
whiHt  united  with  the  body.  In  the  child  the  organs 
.ire  not  fufficiently  formed  to  ufe  them  with  efficacy, 
and  in  extreme  old  age  they  are  decayed.  Liberty  is 
an  inherent  power  of  the  foul,  but  as  the  exercife  of 
this  power  requires  a  previous  knowledge  of  objects,  if 
through  any  defect  in  the  organs,  thefe  objects  are  net 
repreiented,  the  exercife  of  the  power  mult  be  fufc 
pended,  as  in  children  or  perfons  infane  through  age  or 
infirmity. 

A  Philofopher  of  note  unable  to  explain  the  motion^ 
ti(  the  body  fubfervien.t  to  the  will,  or  the  irnpre&ions 
of  the1  fenfes  on  the  mind,  pretends  that  the  foul  is 
but  the  occafional  caufe,  and  God  the  fole  mover. 
Thus  for  example  the  foul  defires  to  move  the  finger, 
and  God  gives  it  motion,  in  like  manner  an  external 
object  makes  fbme  impreffion  on  the  organs  of  fenfe, 
and  God  produces  in  the  foul  a  correfpondent  fenfati- 
on,  if  he  had  confined  hirnfelf  to  fay  that  the  operations 
of  the  one  or  the  other,  were  confluences  of  the  phy- 
sical and  perfonal  union  of  the  foul  with  the  body,  ac- 
cording to  Jaws  eftablifhed  by  the  Creator,  there  would 
foe  nothing  reprehenfible  in  his  opinion.  How  this 
union  is  formed  we  do  not*  know,  it  is  not  the  only 
part  of  God's  work  which  our  underftanding  cannot 
reach,  that  it  fubfifts  we  know,  and  that  it  may  be  dif- 
folved  we  wilt  know. 

Another  Philofopher  unreftrained  in  his  opinions  by 
divine  authority,  pretends  that  the  foul  and  body  both 
act  independent  \  that  a  feries  of  movements  fucceed 
in  the  body  correfpondent  to  a  feries  of  ideas  in  the 
foul  j  to  juftify  fome  appearance  of  free  agency  in  the 
foul,  of  which  we  are  all  confeious,  he  pretends  that 
this  correfpondence  is  pre-eftablilhed  between  the  per- 
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ceptibn.s  of  the  mind,  not  its  volitions,  and  the  move- 
ments of  the  body,  whereas  the  movements  of  the  bo- 
dy  in  reality  correfpond  to  the  volitions  and  not  the 
perceptions  :  for  whatever  ideas  or  images  are  repre- 
fented  to  the  mind,  it  is  the  volition,  or  order  of  the 
will  which  gives  motion  to  the  hand.  To  pals  in 
file  nee  the  abfurdity  of  fuppofing  that  the  foul  and 
body  are  fo  conftituted,  that,  if  the  foul  were  in  China 
and  the  body  in  Peru,  the  fame  perceptions  would  fuc- 
ceed  in  the  one,  and  movements  in  the  other,  as  in 
their prefent  union. 

In  vain  the  Philofopher  has  recourfe  to  the  prefcience 
of  God  to  forefee  the  volitions  of  the  foul,  and  to  his 
omnipotence  to  form  a  correfpondent  automaton,  it 
h  well  known  that  both  is  polHble,  and  equally  well 
known  that  in  his  fyflem  the  foul  in  its  volitions  is 
confined  to  the  motions  pre-eitablifned  in  the  body,  and 
no  others,  which  is  deftructive  of  its  liberty.  It  is  quite 
otherwife  with  the  prefcience  of  God  :  for  though  the 
foul  will  not  form  any  other  volition,  but  that  which 
is  forefeen,  the  poffibility,  and  power  of  forming  any 
other  fublifts,  and  is  totally  unreitrained. 

However  incorrect  the  opinions  of  thefe  Philofophers, 
they  unanimouily  admit  the  liberty  of  man,  and  en- 
deavor to  reconcile  it  with  their  principles,  they  are 
not  to  be  numbered  with'Atheifts  or  Materialifts. 

The  power  of  God  comes  next  under  confideration, 
it  is  infinite  being  un retrained  by  any  external  caufe, 
God  being  totally  independent,  nor  can  it  be  circum* 
fcribed  by  God  himfelf,  as  he  has  not  given  himfelf 
exigence,  nor  perfection,  it  is  identified  with  his  ef- 
fence,  becaufe  there  is  nothing  in  God  which  is  not,  it 
is  therefore  the  principle,  not  of  action,  which  is  not 
diftinguifhed  from  power  in  God,  but  of  effects,  and 
thefe  effecls  not  being  infinite,  (hew  the  liberty  of  God 
in  all  his  works,  for  any  effect  from  the  necefiity  of 
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n&iure,  h  correfpondent  to  the  power  of  the  ageiff, 
thus  a  ftone  falls  with  all  its  weight,  a  man  begets"  and* 
ther  and  no  other  Being. 

Within  the  fphere  of  omnipotence  are  all  thefe  Be- 
ings which  do  not  involve  a  contradiction,  that  is", 
whofe  c®nftituent  parts  or  attributes  are  not  incompa- 
tible. Beings  compofed  cf  attributes  which  exclude 
each  other  can  have  no  exigence,  they  ar£  not  the  ob- 
jects of  power. 

The  immenfity,  or  omniprefeence,  of  God  argues  no* 
fpiritual  extenfion  in  him,  for  where  there  is  extenfion, 
there  muft  be  a  plurality  of  parts,  which  is  repugnant 
to  the  perfect  fimplicity  of  the  Divine  Nature.  God  is 
in  all  things  and  places,  by  his  power  2  all  things  are 
fubject  to  ,  it ;  by  his  prefence  :  all  things  are  open  to 
his  view  ;  and  by  his  effence  i  from  him  all  created  Be- 
ings have  an  exiftenee.  God  is  prefent  to  all  things, 
not  as  a  part  of  their  effence,  nor  as  an  accident,  but 
as  the  agent  is  prefent  to  the  fubject,  on  which  it  acts, 
and  as  all  things  have  from  him  an  exigence,  and  the 
continuation  of  that  exigence  than  which  nothing  fa 
more  intimate  to  any  Being,  hence  it  follows  that  God 
is  intimately  prefent  to  all  Beings  whilft  they  do  exift° 
"  In  him  we  live,  we  move,  and  are." 

The  arguments  adduced  in  favor  of  the  opinion  that, 
the  prefent  world  is  of  all  poffible  fyftems  the  moft  per- 
fect, hardly  defer ve  refutation,  as  it  is  manifeftly  in- 
jurious to  the  power,  the  wifdom  and  the  goodnefsof 
„  God,  and  totally  deftructive  of  the  divine  liberty. 

It  is  admitted  by  the  parti  zans  of  this  ab'furd  opinion 9 
that  the  power  of  God' is  not  exhaufted  by  the  produc- 
tion of  this  prefent  world,  or  the  perfection  of  its  com- 
ponent parts.  Why  confine  the  wifdom  of  God  to  this' 
order  in  preference  to  all  others  ?  Does  God  not  know 
the  extent  of  his  power  ?  Or  to  fpeak  more  correctly 
does  he  not  know  that  his  power  is  inGnite,  that  no 
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creature  which  he  has  produced,  is  at  the  ultimate 
point  of  perfection,  to  which  his  infinite  power  could 
not  add  one  degree  of  perfection  more  ?  Why  pretend 
that  his  wifdom  could  not  prefer  a  fyftem,  in  which  all 
the  component  parts*  would  receive  an  additional  de- 
gree of  accidental  perfection  ?  Does  not  the  perfections 
of  the  whole  remit  from  the  relative  perfections  of  all 
its  parts  ?  In  a  Word  If  his  power,  his  wifdom  and  his 
goodnefs  be  confined  to  the  prefent  fyftem,  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  is  infinite,  for  the  prefent  fyftem 
has  its  limits  ;  and  the  man  who  limits  the  power  or 
Wifdom  of  God  is  not  far  remote  from  an  Atheift. 

We  come  next  to  examine  thefe  attributes  of  the 
Divinity,  which  are  called  relative  by  PhilofopherS,  be- 
caufe  they  import,  or  rather  indicate,  a  fort  of  relation 
to  its  creatures  ;  the  firft  of  thefe  is  the  creation,  or 
that  act  of  the  divine  will,  which  gives  exiftehce,  this 
ad  of  omnipotence  is  in  every  fenfe  impoffible,  and  in- 
communicable to  any  created  Being  i  in  the  order  of 
agents  and  actions,  the  moft  excellent  action  is  confined 
to  the  moft  excellent  agent,  that  action,  which  gives 
exiftence  is  of  all  others  the  moft  excellent,  becaufe  it 
is  the  firft,|it  is  therefore  confined  to  the  firft,  and  moft 
univerfal  caufe,  the  Divinity. 

Nor  can  any  creature  be  affumedas  an  inftrumental 
caufe,  for  all  inftruments  difpofe  by  that  action,  which 
is  proper  to  them,  thefubject  matter,  for  the  action  of 
the  principal  caufe  :  in  the  creation  of  any  Being  there 
is  no  pre-exiftent  matter,  no  fubject,  which  the  in- 
ftrument  can  difpofe,  and  though  all  creatures  are  li- 
mited, yet  the  production  of  any  one  of  them  requires 
Unlimited  power,  a  power  incommunicable  to  any 
creature* 

Though  we  cannot  reprefent  to  our  imagination  a 
Being  transferred  from  a  ftate  of  mere  poflibility  to  a 
Itate  of  exiftence  j  yet  as  our  reafon  is  convinced  that 
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all  the  Beings,  which  now  exift  in  this  vifible  world, 
are  fubject  to  change,  and  continually  changing,  we  ars 
forced  to  conclude  that  they  are  not  felf-exiftent,  that 
they  muft  therefore  have  been  educed  by  a  caufe  felf- 
exiftent,  and  all-powerful,,  from  a  ftateof  non-exiftence. 
We  are  alfo  forced  to  conclude  that,  God  in  the  for- 
mation of  the  world  did  not  difpofe  any  pre-exiftent 
matter,  which  he  himfelf  had  not  created,  for  as  all 
matter  is  manifeftly  created,  if  there  had  been  any  pre- 
exiftent  matter  not  created  by  God,  it  muft  have  been 
by  fome  other  Being  of  fuperior  power,  that  power 
which  furnifhes  the  matter  is  evidently  fuperior  to  that 
which  difpoies  it  j  to  admit  a  power  fuperior  to  omni- 
potence is  ridiculous. 

The  laws  of  motion,  to  which  all  bodies  are  fubjec\ 
and  which  they  invariably  obferve,  fliew  a  fuperinten- 
4ant  power,  which  is  implicitly  obeyed,  in  other  words 
a  Providence,  which  conducts  this  vifible  world.  From 
certain  diforders  which  happen,  and  events,  which 
feem  inconfiftenr  with  our  notions  of  a  fuperintending 
power,  fome  Philofophers  pretend  to  conclude  that 
Providence  does  not  extend  to  human  a&ions,  though 
thefe  very  diforders,  and  events,  from  which  they  pre- 
tend to  draw  the  conclusion,  are  conoluftve  evidence 
of  the  contrary  :  fqr  order  is  an  effect  of  wifdom  and 
power,  and  if  order  be  not  eftablifhed,  there  can  be  no 
diforder.  To  pafs  unnnoticed  the  extravagance  of 
fuppofing  a  God  all-bountiful,  all-wife  and  all-powerful, 
neglecting  that  part  of  his  works,  from  which  he  has  a 
right  to  expect,  his  tribute  of  gratitude,  and  external 
glory,  whilft  a  man  who  plants  an  orchard,  or  even  a 
tree,  without  any  objecl  in  view  and  negle&s  it  muft 
bethought  an  idiot. 

The  caufes  of  Providence  extend  to  the  moft  minute 
parts  of  the  creation,  for  the  beauty  and  order  of 
the  whole  refults  from  the  beauty  and  or'der  of  all  its 
mparts.  To 
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To  obviate  a  difficulty,  which"  is  drawn  from  the 
profperity  of  the  wicked,  and  adverfity  of  thejuft,  from, 
the  oppreffion  of  innocence  and  the  haughty  infolence 
of  power,  it  is  fufficient  to  remark  that  if  all  crimes 
were  immediately  puiiiflied  there  would  be  no  room 
for  repentance,  none  for  the  exercife  of  clemency  and 
mercy,  thadeftruclion  of  a  great  majority  of  the  hu- 
man (pedes  would  be  inftantaneous.  It  is  true  great, 
crimes,  are  fometimejs  puniihed  immediately  to  terrify 
others,  and  if  virtue  dpes  not  immediately  obtain  it$ 
reward,  it  will  in  due  time,  patience  and  perfeverance 
enhance  the  merit  of  all  pther  virtues* 

God  in  his  providence  directs  all  his  creatures  to 
their  ultimate  end  immediately,  and  each  creature  to  its 
immediate  end,  but  in  the  execution  of  this  direction 
the  intervention  of  fecondary  caufes  is  admiflihle,  each 
acting  according  to  its  nature,  yet  fo  as  not  to  difturb 
or  derange  the  plan  propofed  by  Gpd  as fupreme  frovi- 
Jbr9  and  though  all  his  creatures  are  immediately  fub- 
jectto  God's  providence,  intelligent  Beings  are  more 
particularly  the  objects  of  his  care,  they  are  th.e  only 
fpectators  of  his  works,  the  only  creatures  capable  of 
knowing  and  loving  him,  and  as  he  is  himfelf  the  laft 
end  of  all  his  creatures  they  alone  can  attain  this  end, 
it  is  therefore  manifeft  that  they  are  the  firft  objects  o£ 
his  care  ;  hence  it  follows  that  intelligent  Beings  are 
under  the  direction  of  Providence,  not  only  for  the 
good  of  the  fpecies,  but  alfo  for  the  good  of  the  indi- 
vidual, whereas  of  all  other  creatures  the  individuals 
are  directed  to  the  good  of  the  fpecies.  Hence  alfo  it 
appears  that  the  number  of  individuals  of  any  fpecies, 
except  the  human,  though  known  to  God  as  nothing 
is  unknown  to  him,  is  not  immediately  intended  fo? 
the  individuals  but  for  the  fupport  and  propagation  of 
vhe  fpecies. 

As  God3  ^  the  production  of  many  effects,  admits 
[      '    ■  "         .  tU<| 
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)hc  intervention  of  fecondary  caufes  acting  according 
to  their  nature,  order  requires  that  inferior  Beingg 
fhould  be  fubject  to  the  direction  of  fuperior,  non- 
intelligent  to  intellectual,  and  as  amongft  intellectual 
Beings  forne  are  fuperior  to  others,  order  requires  that 
the  more  noble  mould  direct  ;  yet  whatever  effects  are 
produced  by  fecondary  caufes  may  at  times  be  produ- 
ced by  God  immediately,  as  at  the  creation  all  effects 
were  produced  by  the  Divine  Power  without  the  inter- 
vention of  any  fecondary  caufe  ;  and  the  powers  of 
all  caufes  are  from  him,  nor  is  the  production  of  any 
effect  without  the  intervention  of  a  fecondary  caufe, 
a  difturbance  of  the  eftablifhed  order :  becaufe  even 
that  is   fubject  to  order,  and  within  the  fphere  of  his 
providence.    Moreover  the  order   eftabiifhed  in  the 
production   of  effects  by  fecondary  caufes  is  not  abfo- 
iutely  invariable,  but  fubject  to  interruptions  through 
the  interference  of  other  caufes,  as  when  a  child  is  born 
without  hands  or  with  fix  fingers,  if  therefore  the 
eftabliQied  order  may   be  interrupted  by  the  interfer- 
ence  of  fecondary  caufes,  it  may    by  the  primary 
caufe,  this  fometimes  happens  for  the  manifeftation  of 
God's  glory  ;  and  to  mew  that  the  order,  which  now 
fubfifls  was  an  effect  of  choice,  not  of  neceflity.  Effects 
produced  by  the  Divine  Power,  without  the  interven- 
tion of  fecondary  caufes,  though  not  in  the  common 
courfe  of  nature,  are  not  contrary  to  nature  :  for  all  fe- 
condary  caufes   are  but  the  inftrnments  of  Divine 
Power,  and  the  nature  of  all  Beings  is  totally  depen- 
dent on  the  Divine  Will.    The  univerfe  therefore,  and 
ail  the  Beings  which  compote  it,  is  a  piece  of  median- 
ifm,  and  God  the  artift,  however   well  fmifhed  the 
piece  may  appear,   the  artift  may  yet  make  changes  ac- 
cording to  his  will.    A  prodigy  therefore  though  not 
in  the  common  courfe  of  nature,  as  known  to  us,  is 
perfectly  natural, , becaufe  it  is  according  to  the  dif- 
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pclition  pf  the  Divine  Will  which  determines  the  na« 
iure  of  all  things. 

Though  God  in  his  providence  be  infallible,  and  that 
will  certainly  happen  which  he  has  ordered,  all  caufes 
whatfoever  being  within  the  fphere  of  his  providence, 
yet  the  infallibility  of  his  providence  impofes  no  rtecefll- 
ty  on  the  determinations  of  man?§  will,  becaufe  his 
providence  infinitely  perfect  difpofes  not  only  all  events, 
t>ut  alfo  the  manner  in  which  thefe  events  will  hap- 
pen ;  neceffarily,  if  the  caufes  be  under  any  natural 
necefffty,  as  an  eclipfe  of  the  Moon  upou  palling 
through  the  fhadow  of  the  Earth,  or  contingently, 
when  the  caufes  producing  fuch  an  effect  are  free 
agents,  as  the  late  French  Revolution.  In  this  appears 
the  bqundlefs  power,  and  infinite  wifdom  of  God,  that 
permitting  a  thoufand  free  and  concurring  caufes  to 
act  according  to  their  nature,  and  impofing  no  neceflity 
upon  any  one  of  them,  he  yet  directs  them  all  fo  as  to 
produce  infallibly  that  event,  which  i§  pre-difpofed  in 
ihe  order  of  his  providen  ce. 

Though  it  may  appear  difficult  to  reconcile  the  infal- 
libility of  Providence  with  the  free  agency  of  man, 
yet,  if  it  be  confidered,  that  there  is  no  created  object 
of  man's  purfuits,  which  has  not  its  beauties  and  de- 
formities, the  difficulty  will  vanifh.  May  not  the 
deformities  of  the  objecl  be  firongly  [imprefied  on  the 
mind  and  deter  from  the  purfuit  ?  Or  may  not  the 
beauties  of  the  object  be  fo  expofed  as  infallibly  to  at- 
tract the  notice  ?  Do  we  not  every  day  fee  the  effects 
of  human  perfuafion  ?  Yet  what  man  in  his  reafon  pre- 
tends that  an  Orator,  who  obtains  his  fuit  impofes 
any  neceffity  on  the  minds  of  an  audience  ?  But  this 
you  will  fay  would  make  the  infallibility  of  God's  pro- 
vidence dependent  on  the  will  of  man.  No.  But  on 
its  own  infinite  perfection  ;  for  it  does  not  depend  on 
the  mind  of  man  tofce  all  the  beauties  or  deformities  of 


the  object,  if  they  be  not  impreffed  on  it  by  that  all 
powerful  agent,  who  directs  the  wills  of  all  men  without 
neceflity,  or  coercion  to  his  own  views.  "  Pertingens 
u  a  fine  ufque  in  finem  fortiter  and  fuaviter  omnia  difponens" 

Hence  it  appears  manifeftly  incbnliftent  with  God's 
providence  that  man's  liberty  fhould  be  dcftroyed,  or 
even  impeded,  as  the  diftinguifhing  char  after  iftic  of 
Providence  is  to  preferve,  and  not  to  corrupt  the  na- 
ture of  his  creatures;  hence  it  appeal  alfo  that  the 
permiffion  of  moral  evil,  or  pnyfical  corruption  is  cori- 
fiftent  with  Providence,  becaufein  the  execution  of  its 
decrees  it  makes  ufe  of  fecondary  caufes  acting  accor- 
ding to  their  nature  ;  all  free  agents  may  ufe,  or  abufe, 
their  natural  liberty  ;  in  the  abufe  cdnfhts  moral  evil: 
All  material  caufes  being  compofed  of  pa'rts,  are  froni 
their  nature  fubject  to  diffolution,  and  corruption,  to 
fay  all  in  a  word,  God  is  the  author  of  all  that  is  good  ; 
evil  he  neither  produces,  fuggefts  nor  countenances  *, 
but  from  evil  he  always  draws  good  and  directs  the 
remit  to  the  accomplimment  of  his  own  views. 

The  motion  of  the  Heavenly  Bodies,  and  the  com- 
munication of  motion  from  one  fublunary  body  to 
another,  is  fuch  conclufrve  evidence  of  the  inceflant 
Vigilance  of  Providence,  and  of  the  attention  of  a  God, 
all- wife,  and  powerful  to  the  prefervation  of  his  crea- 
tures, tnat  even  to  doubt  it,  argues  the  mod  ftupid  ig- 
norance or  obftinate  perverfenefs. 

The  Planets  j  inert  matter,  move  in  their  orbits  with 
the  utmoft  regularity  ;  if  any  body  in  motion  ftrikes 
another  either  at  reft  or  in  motion,  the  body  which 
(Irikes  communicates  a  part  of  its  motion  to  the  other, 
proportioned  to  its  mafs  with  mathematical  precifion. 
It  therefore  implicitly  obeys  the  power  which  directs  it. 

Does  this  invifible  power  which  preferves  order  in  the 
imiverfe,  and  by  inceffant  action  prevents  confufion, 
preferve  its  creatures  alfo  in  a  ftate  of  existence,  fo  that 
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if  the  upholding  hand  of  infinite  power  be  fuppofei, 
withdrawn,  but  for  an  inftant,  the  univerfe  would 
ceafe  to  exift  ?  Yes,  the  fame  power  which,  gives  exig- 
ence, continues  to  preferve  it,  and  that  Being  which\ 
is  originially  from  nothing,  without  a  continuation  of 
that  action  which  gave  it  exiftence  would  return  to  its 
primitive  ft.ite.  It  is  true  a  fpiritual  fubftance  has  no 
internal  principle  of  dirToiution  ;  but  it  is  equally  trud 
that  as  it  did  not  give  itfelf  exiftence,  it  cannot  continue 
in  its  exiftence,  becaufe  it  cannot  without  abfurdity  be 
fuppofed  independent  at  any  inftant  of  its  duration, 
it  is  therefore  as  dependent  on  the  creating  power  for 
the  continuation  as  for  the  commencement  of  exift- 
ence. .  .  . 

It  is  manifeft  that  the  fame  power,  which  creates, 
can  annihilate,  and  as  the  spodnefs  and  wifdom  of, God! 
is  totally  independent  on  his  creatures,  hernay,  at  his 
will,  either  continue,  or  ceafe  to  continue  them  in  ex- 
iftence ;  yet  as  the  power,  the  goodnefs  and  wifdom  of 
God  appears  more  evidently  from  the  prefervation, 
than  from  the  deftruclion  of  his  creatures  it  is  certain 
that  he  will  not  annihilate  any  one  of  thefe  Beings,  to 
which  he  has  given  an  exiftence. 

His  dominion  over  all  his  creatures  is  abfolute,  and 
inalienable:  from  him  they  have  not  only  that  they 
exift,  but  that  they  dp  not  ceafe  to  exift.  AH  irrati- 
onal creatures  implicitly  obey,  and  purfue  (that  pathy 
which  in  his  wifdom  he  has  traced  for  them,  intelligent 
Beings  abufing  that  liberty  of  determination,  and  ac- 
tion, which  diftinguiihes  them  from  the  irrational  part 
of  the  creatiun,  feem  to  difobey,  yet  even  thefe  are  re* 
duced  to  the  moft  perfect  obedience  :  in  all  his  precepts 
there  is  an  alternative,  either  exprefTed  or  implied, 
obedience  to  the  precept  is  expected  from  the  intel- 
ligent creature,  if  refuted  the  alternative  'depending  on 
the  abfolute  will  of  the  Creator  will  moft  certainly  take 
efte&  ,  We 


We  have  now  taken  a  curfory  view  of  the  perfeo 
Hons  of  God  as  known  to  us  by  the  light  of  reafon, 
and  (hewn  the  abfoiute  dependence  of  all  his  creature^ 
on  his  bounty,  not  only  for  their  exigence,  but  for 
the  continuation  of  their  exigence.  Of  his  creatures 
fcrre  are  inanimate,  fome,  though  animated,  irrational, 
thefe  have  their  places  determined,  their  paths  traced, 
from  which,  they  neither  do,  nor  can  depart,  being 
incapable  of  choice  and  blindly  obedient  to  impulfe, 
intelligent  creatures  blelfed  with  the  light  of  reafon 
are  alone  capable  of  acknowledging  the  obligation,  and 
paying  a  voluntary  homage  to  their  Creator,  to  them 
laws  are  given  ;  rejvards  promifed  to  obedience,  and 
difebedience  threatened  with  punifhment.  Amongft 
them  the  terms  virtue  and  vice  are  heard  and  underftood, 
to  feed  the  hungry  was  thought  a  virtuous  aft  by  the 
fimplicity  of  our  anceftors,  and  to  opprefs  innocence  by 
power,  or  ruin  reputation  by  calumny,  was  confidered 
hot  fimply  a  vicious  act,  but  an  atrocious  crime.  Thanks 
to  the  new  fangled  philofophy  of  modern  fcribblers 
thefe  notions  are  grown  obfolete  :  thefe  pretended 
teachers  of  mankind  gravely  tell  us  that  there  is  nd 
effential  difference  between  virtue  and  vice.  .  That  is 
in  other  terms.  Reafon  qualifies  the  murder  of  an  in- 
nocent, and  loving  parent,  a  virtuous  acl9  as  laudable 
as  the  defence  of  innocence  againft  opprelTion.  Againil 
abfurd  extravagance,  or  fliamelefs  impudence  all  rea~ 
foning  is  vain.  And  the  man  who  believes,  or  pretends 
to  believe  fuch  difgufting  rionfenfe  is  incapable  of  liften- 
}ng  to  reafon. 

To  act  according  to  the  di&ates  of  unprejudiced 
reafon  is  perfectly  confident  with  human  nature  :  for, 
fince  man  is1  a  rational  creature,  to  act  according  to 
the  dictates  of  reafon  is  anfwerinff  the  end  of  his  cre'a- 
tion,  it  is  therefore  confident  with  his  nature  ;  if,  on 
the  contrary,  his  aftions  be  inconfifient  with  the  die- 
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tales  of  reafon,  he  does  not  anfwer  the  end  of*  his  ere** 
tion,  he  ftrays  from  the  path,  which  has  been  traced, 
and  (lands  accountable  to  the  Author  of  his  Being 
for  the  perverfion  and  abufe  of  the  moll  excellent  of 
his  gifts,  hence  it  rnuft  be  inferred  that  virtue  is  con- 
fonant  tp  the  nature  of  man,  and  vice  repugnant  to  it, 
yet  as  all  moral  virtues  are  habits  conformant  to  reafon 
acquired  by  a  repetition  of  virtuous  acls,  virtue  is  not 
implanted  in  the  nature  o?  man,  though  the  capacity 
of  being  virtuous  is  :  this  reafoning  applies  with  equal 
force  to  vice.  Man  is  not  born  vicious,  but  the  capa- 
city of  acquiring  vicious  habits  is  manifeftly  implanted 
in  that  fenfuality,  to  whish  from  its  union  with  the 
body,  the  foul  of  man  is  naturally  addicled. 

Is  man  obliged  to  worfhip  his  God  in  fpirit  and 
truth  ?  Is  he  indifpenfably  obliged  to  pay  him  internal 
reverence  and  external  homage  ?  The  anfwer  to  this 
queflion  feems  extremely  iimple,  Something  is  due  front 
man  to  that  God,  from  whom  he  has  received  an  ex- 
iHence,  and  all  that  is  neceffary  to  fupporc  that  exift- 
ence,  and  on  whofe  almighty  power  he  depends  for  a 
continuation  of  that  exiftence.  This  truth  is  founded 
on  the  firft  principles  of  common  feme.  Tne  leaftpoffible 
payment  is  an  acknowledgment  or  the  debt :  man  is 
therefore  obliged  to  acknowledge  him  for  hisCreator,his 
eonfervator,  and  his  benefactor.  And  as  God  is  good, 
and  the  fountain  of  ail  goodnefs,  he  is  the  great  object 
of  man's  love,  which  can  have  no  other  object  but 
either  real  or  apparent  good,  to  prefer  any  limited  ob- 
ject, to  infinite  goodnefs  is  inconfiftent  with  reafon,  a 
love  of  preference  is  therefore  indifpenfably  liecefTary, 
and,  as  he  is  truth  itfelf,  incapable  of  deception,  or  de- 
ceit, if  he  propofes  any  truth,  though  it  may  trai> 
fcend  the  fphere  of  our  limited  underftanding,  we  are 
{IricHy  obliged  to  believe  it  ;  but  we  are  alfo  obliged 
to  enquire  if,  what  is  propofed  as  truth,  be  revealed  by 
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him,  we  thus  confine  our  reafon  to  its  proper  object: 
for  to  enquire,  if  what  is  revealed  by  God,  be  truth, 
or  not,  lurpafles  impudence.  Hence  it  appears  that 
faith  is  an  eflential  part  of  that  homage  which  man 
owes  his  God, 

That  man,  if  his  actions  be  confident  with  the  dic- 
tates of  right  reafon,  has  a  right  to  expect  a  reward 
from  fovereign  power  and  infinite  goodnefs,  is  indifpu- 
table  ;  and  if  his  actions  be  inconfiftent  with  reafon, 
that  he  may  juftly  fear  duftifement,  from  fupreme  jus- 
tice is  equally  certain. 

Befides   the  internal   refpect,  reverence   and  love 
which  a  man  owes  his  God,  he  is  obliged  to  pay  exter- 
nal homage:  becaufe  man   is   compofed  of  foul  and 
body,  the  homage  which  he  pays  muft  be  correfpon- 
dent  to   the   nature  of  his  Being,  that  is,  it  mutl  be 
compofed  of  the  internal  act  of  reverence  within  the 
foul,  and  the  external  act  of  the  body,  which  fignifies 
it,  that  it  may  not  be  Amply  the  homage  of  the  foul, 
nor  limply  of  the  body,  but  the  homage  of  the  man* 
To  confine  the  divine  wormip  merely  to  the  internal 
act  is  to  miftake  the  nature  of  man,  andalfo  the  na- 
ture of  the  homage,  which  he  owes*  to  his  Creator  as  a 
man;  becaufe  God  is  a  Spirit  he  muft  be  adored  in. 
fpirit,  and  becaufe  he  is  truth  itfelf,  and  fanctity,  no 
mixture  of  fallhood  is  admifiible,  nothing  inconiiiient 
with  purity,  nothing  unworthy  his  lnajefty  :  the  ex- 
ternal homage  muft  be  expreflive  and  fignificative  o£ 
that  internal  refpect,  and  reverence,  which  a  man  has 
for  his  God,  as  "a  Being  infinitely  perfect,  pare  and 
holy,  it  mull,  therefore,  exclude  every  thing  vhlch 
is  inconfiftent  with  truth  and  fanclity.    Hence  a 
not  only   the  abfurdky  and  extravagance,  but  the 
abominable  impiety  of  the   Heathen    rites,  of  the 
Mahometan,    and  of    feveral  feels,    who  perverted 
the  Chriftian  wdrflSip  by  rites  correfpondent  to  thefe 
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opinions,  which  flattered  their  pride  or 

That  there  are  certain  human  actions  laudable  in 
their  own  nature,  and  others  reprehenfible,  indepen- 
dently on  all  pofitive  laws,  was  never  denied  but  by  the 
moft  corrupt  and  impious  amongft  the  Heathens*  From 
thefe  our  modern  Philofophers  have  borrowed  that 
nonfenfical  jargon,  which  they  call  demonstration,  of 
an  opinion  the  mod  extravagant  that  ever  infulted  the 
public  ear,  to  wit,  that  vice  and  virtue,  right  and 
wrong,  are  totally  dependent  on  human  laws  ;  that  no 
action  considered  in  itfelf  preyious  to  feme  human  law 
which  forbids  it,  is  wrong. 

Nor  is  any  a&ion  right  if  not  ordered*  What  !  thefe 
actions  which  tend  to  the  public  good,  and  public  fafe- 
ty,  would  not  be  right  if  a  malicious  Tyrant  forbid 
them  !  and  actions  evidently  deftructiye  of  fociety 
would  be  right  if  ordered  by  him  !  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  any  Legiflature  to  make  that  which  is  juft  and 
laudable  in  itfelf,  and  advantageous  to  the  public,  di£ 
advantageous  to  it,  or  to  make  that  which  is  fubverfive 
of  fociety,  ufeful  to  it.  A  law  to  order  all  mothers'  to 
deftroy  their  offspring  would  mew  the  malice  of  the 
Legiflator  ;  but  would  not  make  the  act  lawful,  and 
if  any  man  be  fo  loft  to  fhame  or  fo  impudently  obfti- 
nate  as  to  deny  this  truth,  it  is  ufelefs  to  reafon  with 
him,  \ 

As  the  nature  of  all  the  different  fpecies,  which  form 
the  univerfe  is  determined,  the  actions  confident  with 
the  nature  of  each  fpecies,  are  alfo  determined,  thus  it  is 
natural  for  a  horfe  to  c  arry  burthens,  and  a  bird  to  fly, 
A  flying  horfe  or  a  bird  carrying  burthens  is  unnatural. 
Bence  fince  man  is  poffeifed  of  reafon,  it  is  natural 
that  he  mould  act  according  to  the  dictates  of  reafon. 
And  fince  order  requires  that  the  inferior  Being  mould 
be  directed  by  the  fuperior,  it  is  manifeft  that  ail  man's 
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&nfes.  are  to  be  directed  by  reafon  if  reafon  be  hoc 
thought  inferior  to  one  or  other  of  the  fenfes,  which 
is  worfe  than  epicureifm  ;  hence  it  follows  that  intoxi- 
cation, the  immoderate  ufe  of  food,  the  gratification 
of  any  fenfual  appetite,  which  diflurbs  the  free  exercife 
of  reafon,  is  by  nature  forbidden  independently  on  all 
human  laws.  Moreover,  all  that  depends  on  mere 
human  laws,  on  prejudices  of  education,  or  different 
inftitutions  are  fubject  to  change,  and  are  in  fact  dif- 
ferent in  different  countries,  according  to  the  differ- 
ence of  the  prevailing  opinions,  but  there  are  certain 
fixed  principles  fubject  to  no  variation,  they  are  and 
have  been  the  fame  in  all  times  and  places  ;  thefe  are 
of  courfe  implanted  in  our  nature  ;  nor  is  this  fpecula- 
tive  principle,  the  whole  is  greater  than  any  of  its  parts, 
more  evident  than  this  moral  principle,  do  not  to  ano- 
ther what  you  would  think  injurious  to  yourfelf.  It  is 
true  the  mind  of  man  abforbed  in  fenfual  pleafures,  blind- 
ed by  paftion  or  prejudice,  may  miftake  and  frequently 
does  the  diftant  confequences  and  fometimes  the  more 
immediate  confequences,  which  are  drawn  from  firft 
principles.  Hence  the  Indian,  knowing  that  he  is  oblig- 
ed to  love  his  friend,  thinks  it  lawful  to  hate  his  enemy, 
on  a  principle  of  retaliation,  and  to  cxprefs  his  hatred 
the  more  flrongly,  if  he  takes  a  prifoner,  will  exercife 
on  him  the  moll  wanton  cruelty,  hence  alfo  fome  of 
them  put  their  aged  and  helplefs  parents  to  death 
through  a  miftaken  principle  of  commiferation.  The 
application  of  general  principles  to  particular  circum- 
Itances  is  fometimes  difficult  ;  to  evade  this  difficulty 
the  great  bulk  of  mankind  think  tbemfelves  authorifed 
to  follow  the  example  of  others,  hence  the  moft  abfurd 
cuftoms  have  been  introduced  and  continued  for  age.-, 
the  abfurdity  of  thefe  cuftoms  does  not  argue  the  want 
of  reafon  in  the  men,  but  their  indolence  and  inatten- 
tion to  the  voice  of  reafon.    Thus  for  example  all 
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men  |;now  that  fome  Being  lis  pernor  to  man  exiftg- 
and  think  it  neceflary  to  ferve  him.  The  Heathens  not 
conceiving  it  pofllble  that  any  one  Being  was  fufficiently 
wife  and  powerful  to  frame  and  direct  the  univerfe 
parcelled  it  out  amongft  Deities  :  a  multiplicity  once 
introduced,  flattery  added  every  Potentate  to  the 
number ;  leaf!  thefe  pretended  Divinities  mould  be  too 
ievere,  they  were  painted  by  their  makers  fubject  to 
all  the  vices,  for  which  they  themfelves  were  remarka- 
ble ;  hence,  the  mod  fhamelefs  paffions  had  their  patrons 
amo§gfl  the  Gods.  The  general  principle  was  ftrictly 
true,  that  there  is  a  Being  fuperior  to  man,  to  whom 
homage  is  due,  but  the  application  of  this  principle 
was  deteftabie  ;  it  was  made  by  paffion  without  con- 
fuking  reafan. 

In  the  like  manner  even  Philofophers  and  Legiflators 
frequently  difagree  in  opinions,  which  are  not  imme- 
diate confluences  of  intuitive  principles,  but  they  ne- 
ver taught  that  g0o4  was  to  be  avoided,  and  evil  pur- 
sued, though  evil' under  the  appearnce  of  good  has  been 
in  ore  than  once  propofed. 

To  pretend  that  men  are  by  nature  inimical  to  each 
tfther,  from  different  caufes,  is  to  infult  mankind,  an  of- 
fence againft  the  human  race,  which  only  demonstrates 
the  unparallelled  malignity  of  the  man  who  dares  to 
make  ufe  of  fuch  an  impudent  affertion.  Men,  Jo  far 
from  hating  each  other,  are  formed  by  nature  to  love 
each  other,  they  are  formed  for  fociety  and  cannot  fub- 
fift  without  it  :  the  wants  of  the  infantine,  infirm,  and 
aged  portions  of  the  human  ('pedes  cannot  be  fupplied 
without  the  cares  of  fociety.  That  all  men  have  for- 
merly lived  without  any  bond  of  fociety  like  hearts  in 
the  woods,  and  tint  they  have  been  gradually  formed 
into  civil  focieties,  is  a  wild  unfounded  conjecture, 
contradicted  by  experience  :  we  have  known  fome 
tiieri  who  from  civilized  fociety  transferred  to  uncivi- 
lized 
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Tized  regions,  they  themfelves  and  their  defendants 
became  Savages  ;  but  we  know  of  no  Savage  nation 
who  without  the  influence  of  religion  planted  by  the 
labors  and  fdfFerings  of  its  minifters  Tiave  become  civi- 
lized. 

As  reafon  is  natural  to  man,  and  the  dictates  of  red- 
ton  conftituting  what  called  the  natural  law,  or  in 
other  words  man's  immediate  rule  of  action,  the  author 
of  man's  Being  mult  be  the  author  of  the  natural  law, 
it  is  not  neceffary  to  publifh  this  law  either  by  word  of 
writing,  becaufe  it  is  implanted  in  human  nature,  and 
as  neceffary  for  the  frpport  of  the  intelligent  world,  as 
the  laws  of  motion  to  the  continuance  of  that  order, 
and  harmony,  which  exifts  in  the  phyficai  world  ;  a 
tranfgreflion  t  herefore  of  the  natural  law  is  manifeftly 
an  offence  againft  its  author. 

The  natural  law  in  its  firft  principles  is  immutable,  it 
commands  nothing  but  what  is  effentially  good,  and 
forbids  nothing  which  is  hot  offentially  bad  ;  in  its 
more  remote  conferences,  circurriftances  may  render 
it  fubjeel  to  variation,  thus  though  it  be  forbidden  to 
kill,  it  is  lawful  for  trie  public  Magiftrate  to  put  a 
criminal  to  death.  But  it  is  never  lawful,  nor  can  it,  by 
any  change  of  circumftartc.es  become  lawful  to  decline 
from  good  and  do  evil* 

Remote  confequences  of  the  natural  law  are  not 
known  to  all  immediately,  the  firft  principles  are,  and 
cannot  be  effaced  but  by  the  extmSion  of  reafon.  The 
application  of  thefe  principles  to  particular  cafes  is  forrie- 
times  defective  :  thus  the  Indian  knows  that  good  is 
to  be  done,  and  evil  avoided,  he  thinks  it  juft  to  kill 
fiis  aged  and  infirm  father.  The  principle  lie  knows 
but  blindly  mifapplies  it 

As  it  is  natural  for  man  to  ac*t  according  to  the  dic- 
tates of  reafon.  all  virtues  as  fuch,  are  according  to  the 
natural  law,  and  all  vices  againft  it.    The  former  2re 
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£ctj  of  obedience  to  the  Author  of  Nature,  laudable  ia 
ihemfelves  ;  the  latter  acts  of  difobedience,  reprehenfi- 
bie,  and  confequently  inducftive  of  puniflirnenfc. 

Is  God  the  avenger  of  crimes  ?  The  queftion  is  ex- 
tremely flmple  :  common  fenfe  anfwers  in  the  affirma- 
tive. 

If  he  be  the  avenger  of  crimes,  when  docs  he  ex- 
ox)  fe  his  vindictive  juftice?  Sometimes  in  this  life, 
lucre  frequently  and  effectually  in  the  next. 

Many  of  the  Heathen  Philofophers,  and  all  thefe  im- 
pious writers,  who  now  aiiurae  the  title,  confine  man's 
happinefs  to  the  prefent  life.  They  difagree  as  to  the 
conftituent  elements  of  happinefs.  Some  of  the  Hea- 
thens placing  it  in  the  purfuit  of  virtue,  others  in  the 
gratification  of  the  fenfes,  thefe  and  their  followers, 
the  modern  fquad,  are  juftly  called  hogs  of  EpicurusM 
ftye.  The  Stoics  thought  cold  infallibility  produc- 
tive of  true  happinefs.  It  can  hardly  be  denied  that, 
the  exercife  of  virtue  contributes  to  private  and  public 
advantage:  the  virtuous  man  enjoys  a  peace  of  mind 
free  from  the  terrors  of  confcience,  which  invade  the 
wicked  man,  fometimes  in  the  mid  ft  of  riot  and  tumult, 
and  at  all  times  in  the  filenccof  folitude  i  for  as  virtue  is* 
according  to  nature,  and  vice  againff  it,  nature  approves4 
the  one,  and  cenfures  the  other  ;  it  is  therefore  as  im- 
poffible  for  a  man  to  free  himfelf  from  a  remorfe  of 
conference  as  it  is  to  clivcft  himfelf  of  human'  nature, 
Virtue  therefore  contributes  to  private  happinefs  and 
vice  deftroys  it. 

That  the  exercife  of  virtue  contributes  to  the  public 
welfare  and  tranquility,  muft  be  admitted,  if  it  be  not 
thought  that,  highwaymen,  traitors  and  murderers  are 
to  be  conftituted  Judges,  that  men  deftitute  of  pru- 
dence, of  juftice  and  equity,  are  to  be  appointed  Go- 
vernors, that  drunkards,  profligates  and  fpendrhrifs  are 
to  pollefs  all  places  of  truit  and  confidence,  That  man's 
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tmderftandinp.  muft  be  horribly  perverted,  wfitf 
thinks  it  ;  and  he  muft  furpafs  the  demon  in  impudence 
who  dares  to  aftert  it.  There  are  Tome  fo  barefaced  as 
to  pretend  that  the  vices  of  individuals  are  ufeful  to  the 
community  ;  it  is  true  the  intemperance  of  the  fpend- 
thrift  enriches  the  keeper  of  the  brothH,  arid  the 
hounds  and  horfes  of  the  fox-hunter,  enhance-the  value 
of  the  farmer's  grain,  but  it  is  ecjually  true  that  they 
withdraw  from  the  common  ftock  the  induftry  of  fo 
many  idle  hands,  whilft  they  confume  a  doiibie  portion 
of  the  fruits  of  the  earth:  on  the  principles  of  thefe 
wild  ipeculatifts  death  and  difeafe  are  beneficial  to  fo- 
ciety  :  death,  brings  money  to  the  heir,  and  ficknefs,  to 
the  phyfician. 

Though  the  exercife  of  virtue  contributes  much  to 
happinefs,  it  neithendoes,  nor  can,  make  the  man  truly 
Happy  in  this  life.  True  happinefs  excludes  all  anxier 
ty,  pain,  ficknefs  and  death,  and  fatisfies  man's  defires 
to  their  fulleft  extent.  The  moft  virtuous  man  is  fub- 
jec~t  to  pain,  to  ficknefs,  to  death,  his  defires  of  full  and 
permanent  happinefs  neither  are  nor  can  befatisfied  in 
this  life.  Moreover  we  frequently  fee  virtuous  men  iri 
fhe  moft  abject  ftate,  their  innocence  oppreffed  by  pow- 
et,  their  reputation  blafted  by  calumny,  tfiey  them- 
selves the  objects  of  derition,  jfnd  though  a  confciouf- 
nefs  of  rectitude  may  alleviate  their  forrows,  it  cannot 
make  them  happy.  Stoic  infenfibility  is  an  imaginary 
quality,  which  fa  not  in  human  nature.  The  reward 
of  virtue  is,  therefore,  neither  to  be  obtained,  nor  ex- 
pected in  this  life  ;  nor  is  vice  puniffied  in  proportion 
fo  its  malice  :  the  hypocrite  is,  of  all  vicious  men, 
confeffedly  the  moft  vicious  :  under  the  malk  of  virtue 
he  deceives  fim^iicity,  feduces  innocence,  oppreffes 
weaknefs,  fupplants  and  excludes  men  of  real  merit, 
obtains  preferment,  honors,  rewards  and  applaufe.  In 
what  appears  the  puniihment  of  his  crimes  r  He  is  tor  ^ 

K  tared 


lured  by  his  conference.  True,  the  terrors  of  his  confcli. 
ence  diminifh  his  felicity,  perhaps  annul  it  ;  but  it  is  not 
lefs  true  that,  the  wicked  marl  has  a  malignant  fatisfac* 
tron,  in  the  fuccefs  of  his  projects,  that  he  enjoys  a 
diabolical  pleafure  in  facrificing  innocence  to  his  pri- 
vate views,  of  courfe,  that  to  diminifh  his  happinefs  by 
the  feeble  voice  of  confeience  is  not  a  punifhment  pro- 
portioned to  his  crimes* 

Hence  it  appears-  that,  in  the  prefent  life,  the  virtu- 
ous man  cannot  be  truly,  and  fully  happy,  nor  the 
vicious  man  truly  Unhappy :  for  as  true  happinefs  ex- 
cludes all  anxiety  and  pain,  true  mifery  excludes  all 
comfort  and  hope7.  The  moil:  wicked  man  though  re- 
duced to  the  laft  ft  age  of  mifery  is  not  quite  bereft  of 
hopes,  for  death  he  thinks,  at  leaft,  will  deliver  him 
from  his  prefent  mifery* 

Thefe  principles  evident  on  the  expofition,  mew  that 
virtue  cannot  have  its  due  reward,  nor  vice  its  due 
punifhment  in  this  prefent  life.  There  is  no  true  hap- 
pinefs without,  at  leaft,  the  fear,  or  rather  certainty  of 
its  ceffation,  nor  mifery  without  fome  ray  of  comfort 
or  hope  of  alleviation. 

If  it  be  true  that  virtue  is  feldom  rewarded  in  this 
life,  and  never  according  to  merit,  and  alfo  true,  that 
vice  frequently  efcapes  punifhment,  and  is  never  punifh- 
ed  in  proportion  to  its  malice,  it  follows  of  courfe  that , 
the  reward  of  the  one,  and  the  punifhment  of  the 
other  is  to  be  referred  to  a  future  life.  It  has  been 
juftly  remarked  that  no  man  ever  denied  the  exiflence 
of  a  God,  but  he,  who  has  every  thing  to  fear  from 
his  juftice.  This  remark  is  applicable  to  a  future  life  > 
that  man  mud  be  flagitious  in  the  extreme  to  whom 
annihilation  is  a  defirable  objeel,  and  no  other  man  ever 
denied  or  diibelieved  a  future  life  :,  the  Heathens  be- 
lieved it,  the  favrjge  Indians  believe  it.  The  difciples 
of  Epicurus  the  moll  corrupt  of  all  Heathens  rather 
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doubted  than  denied  it.  It  is  ufelefs  to  cite  authorities , 
the  truth  is  indifputable,  there  is  nothing  fo  deeply 
imprefied  on  the  mind  of  man  as  the  belief  of  futurity. 
Our  modern  Philofophers,  though  they  pretend  not 
to  believe  it,  cannot  ceafe  to  fear  it,  For,  if  they 
have  no  certainty  that  there  is  an  after  life  as  they 
pretend,  they  muft  admit  that  they  have  no  certainty 
that  there  is  not.  A  ftate  of  uncertainty  is  a  ftate  of 
anguifh  and  anxiety,  and  having  nothing  to  hope,  they 
muft  have  every  tiling  to  fear.  Nor  can  this  fear  be 
extinguished  but  with  reafon. 

Setting  all  authority  apart  ,  let  us  confult  reafon  on 
this  fubjecl,  of  all  others  the,  moft  important. 

It  has  been  already  clearly  fhewn  that  the  human 
foul  has  no  principle  of  diffolution  in  it,  that  it  is  in* 
dependent  on  the  body  in  its  higheft  operations  ;  that 
it  is  immortal  of  its  own  nature,  that  the  dictates  of 
right  reafon  are  its,  immediate  rule  of  a.ction,  and  that 
every  deviation  from  the  dictates  of  right  reafon,  is  an 
offence  punifhable  by  the  author  of  reafon.    For  it  is 
a  general  rule  that,  he  who  gives  the  law  or  rule  of 
action,  rewards  the  obfervance  of  the  law,  or  punifhes 
the  tranfgreflion.    This  obfervance  of  the  law  is  not  al- 
ways rewarded  in  the  prefent  life,  nor  the  moft  capital 
tranfgreflions  always  punifhed,  they  muft  therefore  in 
the  future  ;  if  nota  the  fanctity,  jufticeand  providence 
of  God  would  be  expofed  to  cenfure,  his  fanctity,  in  the 
encouragement  which   impunity  gives  to  vice,  and 
wickednefs,  his  juftice  in  not  rewarding  obedience  to 
his  law  according  to  its  merits,  his  providence  in  not 
taking  the  neeeffary  meafures,  that  all  fhould  receive 
according  to  their  deferts.    He  does  not  deferve  the 
name  of  ruler,  much  lefs  of  fovereign  ruler,  who  doe§ 
not.    In  vain  the  Deift  pretends  that  God's  juftice, 
lanclity  and  providence  is  not  fimilar  to  that  of 'man. 
\%  is  trvje,  all  the  imperfections  of  human  juftice,  fane* 
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iky  and  providence  are  excluded, v  the  fancrify  of  Goc| 
infinitely  furpaffes  that  of  man  in  perfection,  fo  does  his 
juftice  and  his  providence  ?  Does  a  man's  fanctity  en- 
creafe  by  encouraging  vice  ?  Is  his  juftice  more  perfecl; 
by  difcouraging  virtue  ?  Is  he  more  provident  in  per- 
mitting the  yvorft  of  bad  fubjecls,  to  obtain  greater 
privileges  than  the  beft  ? 

If  juftice  requires  that  virtue  fhould  be  rewarded, 
it  is  yet  more  confident  with  juftice,  that  vice  mould 
be  punifhed  according  to  its;  demerits.  Why  fo  I 
Becaufe  virtue  is  according  to  nature  and  vice  againft 
it,  the  virtuous  man  therefore,  follows  the  plan  which 
the  author  of  his  Being  has  traced  and  anfwers  the  end 
of  his  creation  ;  the  vicious  man  does  not.  It  is  ftrictly 
juft  that  he  fhould  fuffer:  and  as  it  is  a  diforder  that 
he  mould  acl  according  to  his  own  will  regardlefs  of 
the  will  of  his  Creator.  Order  and  juftice  require  that 
he  mould  fuffer  according  to  the  vyili  of  his  Creator 
though  againft  his  own. 

The  fear  of  punifhment  in  a  future  life,  fays  the 
Deift,  was  introduced  by  politicians  to  reftrain  theif 
fubjecls.  It  is  therefore  ufeful  to  mankind,  if  anarchy, 
the  worft  of  all  evils,  be  prevented  by  it,  or  even  in- 
iurrection,  which  is  in  itfelf  fo  great  an  evil,  that  op- 
preflion  cannot  authorife  it.  It  is  an  attempt  to  remove 
3,  head-ache  by  a  dofe  of  arfenic. 

But  when  did  thefe  politicians  meet  I  Where  ?  By 
what  means  have  they  duped  not  only  the  unthinking 
croud,  but  the  Philoibpher,  the  man  of  fenfe,  the  man 
of  fcience,  the  whole  world  for  ages  back,  if  you  except; 
f  few  two-legged  hogs  of  Epicurus's  herd  and  their 
worthy  fucceffors  the  modern  Philofophers  ? 

God,  fays  the  Deift,  is  immutable,  man's  actions 
therefore  cannot  offend  him,  True,  man's  actions  can- 
ariot  offend  God  fo  as  to  introduce  any  change  in  his 
$Upofitions ;  but  it  is  equally  true,  that  man  doe-i 
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$tfhat  he  can  to  of&nd  him,  and  thereby  introduces  % 
change  in  himfelf,  inftead  of  being  a  virtuous  man  ac- 
cording to  rule  and  order,  he  becomes  a  vicious  man 
contrary  to  rule  and  order,  and  is  by  that  fame  rule 
brought  to  order.  The  immediate  rule  of  man's  action 
is  the  light  of  reafon,  which  is  an  emanation  of  the 
divine  reafon,  the  univerfal  rule,  all  actions  inconlident 
with  this  rule  are  diforderly. 

Man  has  an  innate  defire  of  happinefs,  it  is  implant- 
ed in  his  nature,  it  is  therefore  from  the  author  of 
nature,  punilhment  hereafter  is  incontinent  with  this 
defire,  renders  it  ineffectual,  which  cannot  be  laid  of  a 
defire  implanted  by  God  himfelf.  Hence  the  Deifl 
pretends  to  exclude  all  punifhment  from  a  future  life. 
But  this  innate  defire  of  happinefs  (hews  that  future 
happinefs  is  attainable  by  man,  not  that  all  men  will 
attain  it,  as  a  horror  of  future  punifhment  (hews  ths 
pofiibility  of  avoiding  it,  not  that  all  men  will  avoid  it? 
God,  the  fupreme  ruler,  directs  all  Beings  according  to 
their  nature,  inanimate  Beings  by  fixed  and  invariable 
laws,  but  man  poffeffed  of  reafon  is  left  to  his  owe  di- 
rection, within  certain  limits,  ic  is  true,  that  he  may 
not  derange  the  general  plan  ;  if  then  man  conducts 
himfelf  according  to  the  plan  traced  out  by  his  Creator, 
he  will  arrive  at  the  end,  if  not,  it  is  not  furprifing 
that  he  flrould  be  excluded  ;  it  would  be  furprifing  if 
he  were  not :  becaufe  he  would  arrive  at  the  term  by 
iorfaking  the  path. 

In  a  word,  God  by  every  poffible  right  is  man's  law- 
ful fuperior  ;  a  lawful  fuperior  has  a  ftrict  right  to 
exact  obedience  to  juft  and  equitable  laws,  of  which  the 
inferior  cannot  be  ignorant  but  through  culpable  neg- 
ie&  ;  the  light  of  reafon  points  cut  the  great  principles 
of  the  law  a  law  without  propofing  either  regards  or 
punifhments,  without  any  inducement  to  obfervc  it,  is 
ridiculous/ 3nd  argues  ignorance  and  flupidity  in  the 
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Legiflator ;  hence  it  is  manifeft  that  obedience  claim* 
fome  reward  and  difobedience  calls  aloud  for  punifh- 
orient.    In  this  life  rewards  are  frequently  obtained 
without  merit,  fometimes  by  the  nioft  atrocious  crimes, 
and  punifhments  inflicted  on  innocence.    This  there- 
fore  is  not  the  time  of  retribution.    This  doctrine  juf- 
tifies  Providence  in  the  diftribution  of  thefe  temporaJL 
advantages  which  are  thought  to  conftitute  happinefs  in 
the  prefentlife.    For  as  man  is  compofed  of  a  mortal 
body  and  an  immortal  foul,  is  poileffed  of  reafon  to 
direct  the  choice,  and  a  power  of  felf-determination  to 
make  a  proper  choice,  it  is  .perfectly  confident  with 
our  ideas  of  Providence  that  he  mould  be  allowed  a 
certain   time   of  trial,  during  which,  if  he  not  only 
makes  an  improper  choice,  in  making  an  immortal 
fom*  fubfervient  to  a  corruptible  b©dy  contrary  to  the 
dictates  of  reafon,  but  ohftinately  perfeveres  in  it,  abu* 
fing  both  liberty  and  reafon  to  the  end  of  the  time,  that 
he  Ihould  receive  punishment  proportioned  to  the  abufe. 
Immediately  to  punj>{h  would  exclude  repentance  on 
the  part  of  man,  and  clemency  on  the  part  of  his  Judge, 
Never  to  punifh  would  encourage  iniquity  and  make  3 
Gpdof  fanclity,  the  accomplice  of  crimes.    This  rea- 
soning is  applicable  to  virtue  :  it  is  tried  in  adverfity, 
arid  perfeverance  (hews  it  to  be  folid,  its  reward  there-, 
fore  muft  fucceed  the.  t;ime  of  trial,  and  not  immedi- 
ately accompany  it.  Hence  the  belief  of  a  future  life  justi- 
fies Providence  in  t;he  very  unequal  diftribution  of  prof* 
perky,  and  adveriity,  whic'n  to  the  Heathens  was  incon- 
ceivable, and,  as  their  views  were  confined  to  the  pre- 
fent  life,  induced  many  to  doubt,  and  fome  to  deny 
the   interference  of  Providence   in   human  affairs. 
There  is  nothing  which  fq  vinbly  ftews  the  little  value, 
which  God  fets  on  wealth  and  power,  a$  the  diftribu- 
tion he  makes,  and  the  fort  of  characters  to  whom  thefe 
gifts   are  grafted.    Heliogabalus  and  Sardanopholus 

have 


?9 

have  been  matters  of  the  world  ;  quaere  were  there  two 
more  contemptible  wretches  in  it? 

Having  thus  {hewn,  by  a  train  of  the  mofi  condu- 
five  reasoning,  that  an  after  life  muft  be  admitted,  to 
juftify  the  providence,  the  juftlce  and  fanclity  of  God, 
it  is  not  difficult  to  ihew  that  the  refurre&ion  of  th£ 
body  is  perfectly  confident  with  reafon  :  man  is  a  com- 
pofed  Being,  the  foul  is  not  a  man,  much  lefs  the 
body,  the  foul  and  body  united  conftitute  the  man. 
Though  the  foul  makes  ufe  of  the  body  as  an  infiru* 
ment  in  many  of  its  operations,  more  particularly  in 
the  practice  of  virtue  or  vke,  yet  the  body  cannot  be 
confidered  (imply  as  an  inftrument,  but  as  a  part,  it  is 
the  man,  not  the  foul,  that  relieves  indigence  or  op 
preffes  innocence,  to  the  man  therefore  the  reward  of 
virtue  or  the  punifhment  of  vice  is  due,  the  body- 
therefore  muft  be  re-united  to  the  foul  that,  the  whole 
man,  and  not  a  part  of  him  may  receive  the  reward  of 
his  virtues  or  the  punimment  due  to  his  crimes. 

It  is  in  vain  to  pretend  that  by  death  the  union  is 
diffolved,  and  the  body  reduced  to  allies,  as  if  greater; 
power  were  neceffary  to  re-unite  thefe  parts,  which 
though  difTolved,  exift,  than  to  create,  and  unite  thefti 
originally.  To  deny  the  pofiibility  of  the  refurreclion 
is  to  deny  the  omnipotence  of  the  Divinity,  and  turn 
Atheift.  The  only  reafon  offered  againft  the  refurrec- 
tion,  which  deferves  a  reply,  is,  that,  men  are  known 
to  feed  on  human  flefli,  that,  of  courfe,  the  fame  par- 
ticles ferve  to  conftitute  the  bodies  of  different  men. 
To  obviate  this,  and  all  fimilar  difficulties,  it  muft  be 
confidered  that,  though  the  fame  identical  body  muft 
be  united  to  the  foul,  elfe  it  would  not  be  a  refurrecH- 
on  of  the  fallen  body,  but  an  affumption  of  another,  it 
is  not  neceflary  that  all  the  different  particles  of  matter 
which  have  fucceffively  ferved  to  form  the  body  fhouki 
be  united  in  its  refur  recti  <wi :  of  thefe  the  fuperftuous 
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Spud  be  Rejected  as  ufelefs,  hence  then  if  the  particles 
of  one  body,  which  have  ferved  to  constitute  another,' 
be  neceffary  to  the  former,  they  may  be  reftored,  and 
their  place  fuppplied  in  the  latter,  by  others,  whicK 
would  have  been  fuperfluous.  There  is  no  Savage 
whofe  food  is  confined  to  human  ftefh  :  he  muft  con- 
fume  other  things  alfo,  as  water,  fruits  and  vegetables, 
bis  body  of  courfe,  cannot  be  entirely  formed  of  thd 
fiefti  of  his  fellows.  In  the  refurrection  all  excrefcences 
will  be  retrenched,  a:nd  defects  fup plied,  by  the  power 
of  God. 

A  queftion  of  ,  no  fmall  importance  prefents  itfelf5 
that  is,  whether  this  future  life,  in  which  the  juft 
man  obtains  the  reward  of  his  virtues,  and  the  impious 
man  the  puniihment  of  his  crimes,  be  eternal  and  im- 
mutable or  terminable  after  a  certain  time. 

If  the  refurrecrion  of  the  juft  be  admitted  and  i 
&ate  of  happinefs  allrgned,  as  the  reward  of  their  vir- 
tues, no  poilible  reafon  can  be  aftlgned  why  they  mould 
be  deprived  of  if.  The  privation  of  fovereign  happi- 
nefs is  a  moll  fevefe  puniihment,  pnriimment  always 
fuppofes  a  crime,  which  in  a  ftate  of  confummate  happi- 
nefs is  irnpofiible.  Add  to  this,  that  a  ftate  of  confum- 
mate  happinefs  excludes  every  evil,  and  every  appre- 
henfion  of  evil.  The  lofs  of  fovereign  happinefs  is 
the  greateft  of  all  evils,  and  the  certainty  of  lofing 
it,  an  object:  of  the  greateft  and  moft  juft  apprehen- 
fion. 

Moreover  man  does  not  arrive  at  his  ultimate  end 
until  all  his  natural  defires  are  fatisfied,  he  not  only 
defires  happinels,  but  the  continuation  of  happinefs, 
for  fin ce  he  defires  happinefs  but  for  himfelf,  he  muft 
defire  it  to  continue,  as  long  as  he  himfelf  continues  to 
exift,  and  as  he  is  himfelf  immortal  his  happinefs  muft 
be  fo  too. 

Nothing  fhort  of  confummate  happinefs  cap  fatisfy* 
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the  natural  defires  of  man  :  whilft  happinefs  is  incom- 
plete it  is  capable  of  fome  addition,  and  the  mind  of 
man,  boundlefs  in  its  defires,  mull  continue  to  defire 
what  is  wanted, until  its  happinefs  be  confummate.  Hence 
it  appears  that  no  created  object,  can  make  man  happy, 
becaufe  all  created  objects  are  limited  ;  limitation  ar- 
gues a  want  of  fome  perfection,  which  is  the  objecl:  of 
deiire.  Hence  aifo  it  follows  that  confummate  happi- 
nefs cannot  be  obtained  in  this  life :  for  this  life  is 
fubjeet  to  many  and  unavoidable  evils,  ignorance,  in- 
ordinate  attachments,  infirmities  and  death,  no  wealth, 
no  power,  can  ward  off  thefe. 

True  and  confummate  happinefs  ccnfifts  in  the  con- 
templation of  God,  no  limited  objecl:  can  make  man 
truly  happy.  God  alone  is  infinite,  he  is  the  fource  of 
true  happinefs  :  in  him  the  underftanding  fees  all  truth, 
and  in  him  the  will  finds  all  that  is  good,  in  him  ter- 
minate all  the  purfuits  of  man,  he  is  hislaft  end  as  he 
is  his  firft  begtrinirlg.  The  will  always  tends  to  its  ob- 
jecl: whilft  abfent,  and  refts  in  the  pofleffion  of  the 
objecl  when  pre  fen  t: 

Though  happinefs  confifts  in  the  contemplation  of 
God,  and  is  rather  the  operation  of  the  underftanding 
contemplating  the  objecl,  and  propofing  it  to  the  will, 
than  of  the  will,  which  is  pleafed  in  the  pofleflion,  yet 
true  happinefs  does  not  confift  in  that  confufed  know- 
ledge, which  all  men  have  of  the  Divinity  ;  whether 
the  idea  of  a  God,  be  innate  in  n1an,  that  is,  impreffed 
on  the  foul  at  the  ififtant  of  its  creation,  as  fome  pre- 
tend, or  fo  eafiiy  attained  that  the  leaft  reflection  fuiE- 
ces  to  form  it,  it  is  certain  that  this  confufed  know- 
ledge is  fubjecl  to  nurnberlefs  errors  :  it  is  ufelefs  to 
fpeak  of  the  errors  of  the  Heathens,  they  are  knowr* 
to  every  man,  who  knows  any  thing,  error  is  an  evil, 
Which  true  happinefs  excludes. 

Nor  does  confummate  happinefs  confift  in  that  know- 
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ledge  of  God,  which  is  obtained  by  demonftration  I 
the  Philofopher  demonftrates  that  the  divine  efFence  ifc 
one  eternal,  immutable,  infinitely  wife  and  powerful, 
unlimited  in  all  perfection,  but,  as  reafon,  nor  even 
imagination  cannot  reach  infinity,  the  mind  }s  yet  de» 
iirous  of  having  a  more  adequate  idea  of  all  thefe  per- 
fections, and  of  an  infinite  number  of  perfections,  of 
which  we  have  no  idea  at  all. 

Finally,  confummate  happinefs  does  notconfift  in  the 
knowledge  of  God  as  obtained  by  faith  :  though  many 
of  God's  perfections  be  known  to  us  by  faith,  which 
hnman  reafon  could  not  attain,,  and  even  thefe  per- 
fections, which  reafon  may  attain*  are  more  clearly 
known  by  faith,  as  is  man  if  eft  from  this  that  many  of 
the  divine  perfections  clearly  known  to  the  Chriftian 
Philofopher,  were  but  obfcurely  known,  if  at  all,  to: 
the  Heathen  :  yet,  as  by  faith,  thefe,  perfections  tran- 
fcending  reafon,  and  founded  on  external  evidence, 
are  not  clearly  conceived,  the  mind  is  yet  defirous  of  a 
more  confummate  knowledge.  The  light  of  faith  does 
not  make  the  object  vifible  to  the  underftanding,  but  it 
makes  it  viably  credible,  what  we  fee  is  the  object  of 
feience,  not  of  faith ;  hence  it  follows  that  confum- 
mate happinefs  confitts  in  feeing  God  as  he  is  in  him- 
felf  :  until  this  object  is  obtained  the  mind  is  in  purfuit, 
eonfequently  never  at  reft;  but  this  view  of  God  as  he 
is  in  himfelf  terminates  allpurfuits  :  in  him  the  under- 
ft  an  ding  fees  all  truth,  it  can  defire  no  more  ;  in  hiin 
the  wBl  finds  all  that  is  good,  it  can  feek  no  more. 
All  the  de fires  of  the  foul  may  be  reduced  to  four,  that 
of  knowledge,  of  excellence,  of  pleafure,  and  a  perpetual 
continuation  of  it.  By  a  diftinct  view  of  all  truth,  the 
defire  of  knowledge  is  perfectly  fatiated,  no  greater  excel- 
lence can  be  fought  than  a  participation  of  the  divine, 
which  is  attained  by  the  adhefion  and  quiefcence  of  the 
Underftanding to  truth  in  its  fource,and  of  the  will  tofo* 
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vereign  goodnefs ;  for  when  one  Being  is  united  to  anc* 
ther  both  by  diftinct  knowledge,  and  boundlefs  love,  no 
union  can  be  more  ftrict,  hence  the  Saints  abforbed  in 
the  excellence  of  God  participate  in  it,  and  all  deftres 
of  greater  excellence  muft  ceafe.  Pleafure  refults  from 
the  poffeffion  of  the  object  of  defire,  and  is  proporti- 
oned to  the  object.  The  poffeffion  of  infinite  goodnefs 
muft  produce  unlimited  pleafure.  Happinefs  would  not 
be  confummate  if  any  apprehenfion  of  lofing  it  remain, 
but  a  clear  and  diftincl:  view  of  God  removes  all  ap- 
prehenfion, for  in  this  view  confifts  eternal  life, 

This  diftincl  view  of  the  Divinity  is  not  attainable  by 
the  foul  of  man  from  its  natural  powers.  For  that 
object  which  infinitely  tranfeends  the  human  under- 
ftanding cannot  be  clearly  conceived  by  it  ;  no  exerti- 
on of  its  natural  powers  can  reach  infinity.  Hence  an, 
influx  of  the  divine  light  is  indifpenfably  neceffary  to 
enable  any  created  underftanding  to  fee  the  Divinity  :  if 
an  agent  be  rendered  capable  of  an  action,  which  fur- 
paffes  its  natural  powers,  it  muft  be  by  extending  the 
power,  which  it  formerly  poffeffed,  or  by  the  addition 
of  fomenew  power,  which  it  did  not  poffefs ;  there  is 
no  extenfion  of  a  finite  power,  which  can  raife  it  to  an 
action  infinitely  tranfeending  its  nature,  hence  it  is  ef- 
fentially  neceffary  to  add  a  power,  which  the  under? 
ftanding  does  not  poffefs,  to  enable  it  clearly  and  dif- 
tinctly  to  fee  the  Divinity.  This  addition  of  intellec- 
tual power  is  called  the  illumination  of  the  under  ftand* 
ing. 

Though  the  underftanding  of  man  cannot  by  its  natural 
powers  have  a  diftincl  view  of  the  Divinity,  yet  it  is  his 
laft  end  and  the  only  object  capable  of  fixing  all  his  de- 
fires:  the  laft  end  ©f  the  principal  agent  is  that  of  all  fubor- 
pinate  agents  ;  the  underftanding  is  in  man  the  principal 
agent  :  it  propofes  all  objects  to  the  will,  the  will  di- 
rcrb  the  inferior  appetites,  and  thefe  fct  the  body  in 
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motion.  The  laft  end  of  man  is  therefore  that  of  the 
Underftanding.  The  objeft  of  the  underftanding  is 
truth,  and  its  ultimate  end,  primary  trutji  in  its  fource, 
that  is,  in  the  Divinity,  thus  every  man  feeing  any  ef- 
fect is  naturally  deft rous  of  knowing  the  caufe,  and  this 
defire  is  never  fatisfied  until  the  firft  great  caufe  of 
all  things  is  known.  In  this  firft  caufe  all  enquiries 
terminate ;  hence  man's  laft  end  is  to  know  his 
God,  and  in  this  diftincl:  vifion  of  God  he  obtains 
poffeffion  of  eternal  life.  The  aft  is  fpecified  by  its 
objecl,  and  partakes  of  the  perfection  of  its  object,  the 
contemplation  of  eternal  truth  is  not  merely  in 
time,  the  object  is  itfelf  eternal  I  the  light  by  which 
the  underftanding  contemplates  the  objecl:  is  alio  eter- 
nal, and  the  foul  is  immortal,  hence  pojfefnpn  of  eter- 
nal life  is  obtained  by  a  diftincl:  view  of  God.  Nor 
can  it  be  loft.  In  it  confummate  happinefs  coniifts,  it 
muft  therefore  exclude  every  apprehenfion,  every  pofti, 
bility  of  its  ceffation.  They  who  fee  Gpd  immediately 
cannot  ceafe  to  love  him,  for,  as  tjie  immediate  virion 
of  the  Divinity  conftitutes  perfect  happinefs,  it  excludes 
every  evil,  the  underftanding  is  free  from  error,  feeing 
truth  in  its  very  fource,  it  therefore  cannot  propofe  a 
more  lovely  objeft  to  the  will,  and  the  will  itfelf  pof- 
feffed  of  the  fource  of  all  goodnefs  can  purfue  no  other 
object. 

Nor  will  God  withdraw  that  divine  light,  by  which 
they  fee  him,  nor  otherwife  conceal  himfelf  from  them  : 
either  the  One  or  the  other  would  be  a  fevere  punifh- 
ment,  muft  therefore  fuppofe  fome  crime,  which  in  a 
itate  ofconfammate  happinefs  is  impoflible. 

From  all  we  have  faid  on  this  fubjeft  it  appears  per- 
feftly  confident  with  reafon  that  the  reward  of  the  juft 
fhould  be  eternal.  From  the  natural  defire  of  man  anc| 
jus  capacity  to  attain  happinefs,  confummate  happinefs, 
rjuft  be  lib  laft  end.    If  this  end  were  impoftible,  and 
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tp  be  attained  by  no  man,  the  defire  impreffed  on  thr^ 
foul  of  man  would  be  vain,  and  illufive  ;  it  would  ar- 
gue  the  malice  ef  its  author,  not  that  fovereign  good- 
nefs  which  is  characfceriftic  of  the  Divinity.  If  this  end 
be  attainable,  it  is  but  re3fonable  that  thefe.  in  prefer- 
ence and  exclusively,  fhould  attain  it,  whofe  aclions 
have,  been  in  the  courfe  of  life  conformable  to  that 
rule  of  conduct,  which  they  have  received  from  their 
author,  that  is,  the  light  of  reafon,  To  exclude  thefe, 
and  admit  others,  whofe  actions  have  been  invariably 
influenced  by  paffion,  regarofefs  of  the  dictates  of  rea- 
fon, or  even  to  adroit  both  indiscriminately,  is  incon- 
fiflent  with  the  juftice?  the  fmctity,  thewifdom  and 
providence  of  God. 

The  next  queftion  which  prefents  itfelf  is  of  all 
others  the  moft.  important  and  the  moft  violently  con- 
teftedby  all  the  partizaas  of  pleafure,  that  is,  the  piu 
rifnment  of  vice.    Is  it  in  a  future  life  eternal  ? 

It  mud  be  admitted  that  man  by  acting  contrary  to 
the  dictates  of  reafon,  at  leait,  withholds  that  obedi- 
ence which  he  owes,  his  maker  ;  that  he  {hews  a  con- 
tempt of  the  law,  or  rule  of  action  impreffed  on  his 
mind,  and  confequently  of  the  Legiflator  5  that  though 
no  action  of  his  can  at  all  affect  his  good,  who  from 
his  nature  is  incapable  of  being  effectively  injured,  the 
injury  as  far  as  in  man's  power  is  offered  by  a  formal 
act  of  difobedience  and  contempt,  add  to  this  that  an 
injury  is  effect ively  offered,  and  fuflained,  either  by  the 
perfon  who  commits  the  crime,  or  fome  other  perfon 
who  is  under  the  direction  of  God's  providence,  and 
confequently  under  his  protection.  Thefe  truths  are 
inconteftible  and  from  them  it  evidently  follows  that 
fin  isoffeniive  and  difpleaimg  to  the  Divinity. 

The  offence  may  be  greater  or  Fefs  as  it  is  more  or 
lefs  confident  with  rule,  thus,  a  frnall  excefs  is  not  fo 
^nconfiflent  with  the  rule  of  temperance  as  abfolute  in- 
toxication. 
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toxication.  The  dole  Philofophers  and  iome  modern 
fpecuiatifts  think  all  fins  equal,  as  fin  is  a  privation  of 
reclitude,  and  privations,  fay  they,  are  neither  increas- 
ed, nor  diminifhed.  This  is  one  of  the  many  paradoxes, 
which  the  fpirit  of  innovation  has  introduced,  which 
puts  common  fenfe  to  the  bluflt.  What!  a  jocofe  lie 
to  am  life  a  company  is  as  grievous  an  offence  as  the 
maffacre  cf  a  city  !  No,  there  is  a  total  and  a  partial 
privation.  Death  is  a  total  privation  of  life,  and  difeafe 
but  a  partial  privation,  or  if  you  will  take  difeale  for 
a  privation  of  health,  it  mod  certainly  can  be  increafed 
or  diminished.  The  privation  of  rectitude  in  fin  is  of 
this  nature,  it  may  increafe  or  diminish,  it  may  be 
snore  or  lers  confident  with  rule,  confequently  more 
or  lefs  grievous. 

If  there  be  a  total  deviation  from  the  laft  end,  that 
is,  if  a  man  formally  prefers  the  purfuit,  or  poffefiion 
of  any  created  object,  to  the  purfuit  or  poffeflion  of 
confummate  happinefs,  in  the  contemplation  of  th^ 
Divinity,  the  fin  is  called  mortal  becaufe  it  is  a  total 
privation  of  fpirjtual  life.  If  the  deviation  be  not  ab- 
solute, that  is,  if  a  formal  preference  be  not  given  to 
fome  created  object,  but  fome  act  committed,  which 
fhough  defective,  through  inadvertence,  or  levity,  is 
not  formally  and  malicioufly  again  ft  r,ule,  the  offence 
is  called  venial,  becaufe  it  does  not  deftroy  man's  ten- 
dency to  his  la(i  end,  though  it  may  retard  and  impede 
him.  If  the  offence  be  mortal,  it  is  in  its  own  nature 
irreparable  :  as  after  death  there  remains  no  principle 
in  the  body,  which  can  reftore  life,  fo  after  the  perpe- 
tration of  a  mortal  crime,  there  remains  no  principle  in 
the  foul,  which  can  reinstate  it.  If  the  offence  be  ve- 
nial it  may  be  effaced,  as  in  the  body,  whilit  life  re- 
mains, a  difeafe  may  be  removed,  fo  whilft  the  tenden- 
cy to  the  laft  end  continues  in  the  foul,  the  impediments 
may  be  removed  \  but  if  by  a  total  deviation  that  ten- 
dency 
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dency  be  loft,  the  attainment  of  the  end  is  impractica- 
ble. If  the  human  body  be  put  in  contact  with  certain 
fubftances,it  contracts  a  ftain,  and  lofes  its  native  beauty, 
lb  the  foul  from  an  inordinate  attachment  to  forbidden 
objects,  contracts  the  flain  of  fin,  and  lofes  its  beauty; 
There  is  a  two-fold  beauty  in  the  foul  unfuilied  by  fin  5 
the  firft  refulting  from  the  light  of  reafon,  and  the  fe- 
cond  from  the  light  of  grace.  This  ftain  remains,  though 
the  act  which  produced  it  panes,  as  the  ftain  con- 
tracted by  the  body,  from  being  in  contact  with  fome 
foul  fubftance,  remains,  though  the  fubftance  be  re- 
moved. As  the  (lain  of  fin  is  contracted  by  an  attach- 
ment to  fome  forbidden  object  which  caufes  a  deviation 
from  the  laft  end,  it  is  neceffary  not  only  to  renounce 
the  attachment,  but  alfo  to  refume  a  direction  to  the 
laft  end,  as  it  is  neceffary  not  only  to  remove  the  foul 
fubftance  which  ftains  the  body,  but  alfo  tocleanfe  the 
ftain  ;  hence  the  immutability  of  the  will  immediate- 
ly on  the  termination  of  life.  The  laft  inftant  of  life 
being  the  laft  of  the  time  of  trial,  the  foul  has  arriv- 
ed at  the  end,  which  in  life  {he  purfued  ;  if  her  pur- 
fuits  were  directed  to  the  proper  end  according  to  the 
dictates  of  reafon,  her  reward  is  certain  ;  if  on  the 
contrary  abufmg  reafon,  and  liberty,  her  purfuits  du- 
ring the  time  of  trial,  were  directed  to  fome  end, 
which  reafon  condemns,  her  puniihment  is  .unavoida- 
ble.- As  mortal  fin  extinguishes  every  principle  of  life 
in  the  foul,  it  has  not  power  within  itfeif  to  refume  its 
tendency  to  the  laft  end.  During  the  time  of  trial  an 
afhftance  both  natural,  and  fupernatural,  is  offered  to 
enable  the  foul  to  refume  the  ftrait  path,  if  rejected  in 
the  time  of  trial,  when  that  time  ceafes,  fuch  affiftance 
would  be  ufelels,  and  is  offered  no  more ;  hence  the 
will  is  immutably  fixed  on  evil.  Add  to  this  that  it 
is  natural  for  every  thing  when  it  comes  to  its  laft 
term  to  reft  in  it,  if  it  be  not  fet  in  motion  and  re- 
moved 
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moved  from  it  by  fome  more  powerful  agent.  The  man, 
who  in  the  courfe  of  lire  has  directed  his  purfuits  to 
the  attainment  of  fome  created  object,  cr  the  gratifi- 
cation of  fome  pafllon,  regafdlefs  of  the  lad  end  of  his 
creation,  is,  at  death,  arrived  at  the  term,  the  arTec* 
tion  of  hh  mind  is  therefore  immutably  fixed  to  the 
object  of  his  purfuits,  and  cannot  be  changed  but  by 
fome  exertion  of  divine  power.  It  is  in  vain  to  expect 
fuch  an  exertion  :  it  would  extend  the  time  of  trial 
beyond  its  term,  and  confound  it  with  the  time  of 
reward,  and  puhifhmjeht  ;  hence  it  is  manifed  that 
the  punifnrnent  of  fin  mud  be  eternal  :  beeaufe  in  the 
fipful  foul  there  is  no  power  of  deftroying  that  affec- 
tion to  an  improper  object,  which  induces  punifhment, 
nor  any  difpoution  to  be  diierigaged  from  it  by  the  di- 
vine power. 

Every  trarifgreffion  of  the  law  is  inductive  of  punifh- 
xnent :  it  is  the  function  of  the  law,  without  which  nd 
law  can  exid  ;  this  punilhment  is  from  the  nature  of 
things  twe-foid,  an  exclufion  from  the  potefiion  of  the" 
laft  end,  and  fenfible  pain.  Judice  proportions  the  pu- 
nilhment to  the  offence  :  there  is  no  punifhment  bet- 
ter proportioned  to  a  contempt  of  the  laft  end,  than  art 
abfolute  exclufion,  but  as  the  tranfgreflioh  does  nor: 
limply  confift  in  a  contempt  of  the  lad  end,  but  alfo  iri 
an  adherence  to  fome  improper  end,  or  fenfible  object, 
juftice  adds  a  fenfible  pain,  correfpondent  to  this  in* 
ordinate  attachment.  If  no  fenfible  pain  were  inflicted,, 
the  punifhment  would  not  be  proportioned  to  the  of- 
fence :  it  might  be  conhdered  as  null,  in  the  idea  of 
the  criminal,  however  great  iri  itfelf :  an  exclufion  from 
that,  which  is  hot  deiired,  is  not  thought  a  punifh- 
ment by  any  man  :  hence  fenfible  pain,  befides  an  ex- 
clufion from  the  pofTefllon  of  God,  is  effentially  neceflary 
to  ianction  the  law.  Both  the  one  and  the  other  mud 
be  eternal  :  for  firice  that  difpofidda  of  the  foul,  which 
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prefers  fome  fenfible  object  to  the  poiTciTion  of  con- 
Jummate  happinefs  in  the  contemplation  of  God,  is  in- 
ductive of  puniftiment  as  an  abufe  of  reafon,  whilft 
that  difpofition  continues  tKe  punifhment  correspondent 
to  it  muft  continue,  death  the  kft  term  immutably 
fixes  this  criminal  difpofition,  makes  it  eternal,  and  con* 
iequently  the  punifliment  due  to  it.  It  is  true  the 
foul  has,  from  its  nature,  a  capacity  of  receiving 
grace  in  this  life,  and  glory  in  the  next.  It  has  no. 
natural  power  of  acquiring  either  tlie  one  or  the  other 
becaufe  they  tranfcend  the  order  of  nature  and  hence 
are  called  fupernaturai  ;  but  there  is  this  effential  dif- 
ference that,  in  the  courfe  of  life,  the  will  is  not  immu- 
tably fixed,  hence  though  the  foul  has  no  power  of 
reluming  that  life  of  grace,  which  fin  has  extinguished, 
it  lias  yet  the  capacity  of  receiving  this  life  from  the 
divine  power,  but  in  death  the  will  is  immutably  fixed, 
and  the  capacity  of  receiving  either  grace,  or  glory, 
may  in  fome  fenfe  be  (kid  to  remain,  there  is  an 
infuperable  bar,  that  is,  the  immutability  of  the  will  in 
its  affection  to  fome  forbidden  object. 

A  thoufarid  difficulties  have  beenflarted  againft.  this 
doctrine,  which  however  fimple  and  founded  on  the 
moft  folid  principles  of  reafon  it  may  appear,  is  yet  in 
itfelf  fo  terrible,  that  the  mind  of  man,  as  by  inflinct, 
endeavors  to  invalidate  or  avoid  it.  And  all  thefe  men^ 
whofe  purfuits  are  confined  to  pieafure>  unanirnoufly 
reject  it. 

Some  pretend  that  to  inflict  an  endlefs  punifhment 
For  an  initantaneous  traufgreiTion,  is  inconfiftent  with 
juftice,  with  goodnefs,  with  mercy  or  even  with  power. 
Thefe  men  feem  to  imagine  that  the  punifhment  of  a 
crime  fhould  be  of  the  fame  duration  with  the  tranf- 
grefilon,  a  rule  obferved  in  no  Court  of  Equity  :  the 
punifhment  is  proportioned  to  the  malice  of  the  crime, 
rjot  to  its  duration,  and  the  malice  of  an  offence  is  pro- 
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portioned  to  the  dignity  of  the  perfon  offended,  art 
offence  of  the  Divinity  is  of  unbounded  malice,  and 
deferves  endlefs  punifhment,  it  is  therefore  perfectly 
confident  with  juilice.  In  all  countries,  for  any  enor* 
mous  crime  againft  fociety  a  man  is  for  ever  retrenched 
from  that  fociety  whether  by  death  6r  perpetual  ba- 
nifhment  ;  an  offence  againft  charity,  the  bond  of  union 
am  on  git  the  bleffed,  is  a  capital  offence  againft  that 
fociety,  and  of  courfe  deferves  a  perpetual  exciu- 
fion. 

Add  to  this  that  not  only  the  a  el  but  the  dehre,  and 
the  attachment  to  any  forbidden  object,  is  criminal, 
and  confequently  deferving  of  punifhment.  The  man 
who  perfeveres  until  death  in  purfuit  of  any  created 
object,  however  flattering  to  his  vanity,  his  ambition 
or  his  fenfuality,  has  made  his  election  :  he  has  not 
only  preferred  that  object  to  the  poffeffion  of  co'nfum- 
xnate  happinefs  in  the  contemplation  of  his  God,  in  op- 
pofition  to  the  dictates  of  reafon,  but  obftinately  perfe- 
vered  in  that  difpofition  to  the  end,  and  fince  death 
immutably  fixes  his  affection,  it  muff  be  perpetual,  and 
the  correfpondent  punifhment  of  equal  duration. 
Hence  to  inflict  endlefs  punifhment  is  a  neceffary  effect 
of  juilice.  It  is  alfo  perfectly  confident  with  fovereign 
goodnefs  :  to  countenance  or  encourage  evil,  is  not 
an  effect  of  goodnefs,  it  would  rather  argue  a  defect  ^ 
infinite  goodnefs  is  infinitely  oppoftte  to  evil,  infinitely 
remote  from  evil,  and  of  courfe  infinitely  inimical  to 
evil.  Whilft  this  oppofition  continues,  fovereign  good- 
nefs will  exclude  and  difcountenance  evil  ;  and  fince  by 
death  the  finner's  will  is  immutably  fixed  on  evil,  this 
opposition  mud  be  perpetual. 

An  act  of  mercy  always  proceeds  from  love,  and,  as 
God  is  fovereignly  good,  and  therefore  infinitely  inimi- 
cal to  evil,  neither  does  nor  can  love  that  foul,  which  is 
immutably  fixed  on  evil,  he  can  extend  no  act  of  mercy 
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to  her,  perpetual  punifhment  is  therefore  conflftent  with 
.mercy.    This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  clemency. 

All  companions  between  God  and  'Sovereign  Prin- 
ces, or  parents,  are  defective  :  a  comparifon  might  a§ 
well  be  inftituted  between  time  and  fpace.  Princes  and 
parents  are  men,  are  bound  by  certain  laws  to  their  fub- 
jech  and  children,  ftrictly  obliged  to  attend  to  their  wel- 
fare, an  offence  againft  them  confidered  as  fuch  is  limited 
as  they  are  themfelyes.  An  offence  againft  the  Almigh- 
ty is  of  courfe  illimited  in  its  malice,  as  he  is  "infinite  in 
goodnefs,  if  therefore  an  offence  againft  an  indulgent 
parent,  or  beneficent  Prince  argues,  a  certain  malice  in 
the  offender,  which  defer ves  a  temporal  punifhment  pro- 
portioned to  the  offence,  an  offence  againft  the  Almigh- 
ty, the  univerfal  Sovereign,  Parent  and  Benefactor, 
from  whom  the  offender  holds  life  and  all  that  contri- 
butes to  Suport  life3  to  whom  on  the  title  of  creation, 
of  confervation,  of  Subjection,  of  gratitude,  cf  love 
and  dependence,  he  owes  htmfelf,  and  to  whofe  glory 
fie  is  obliged  to  contribute,  fuch  an  offence,  and  ob- 
ftinate  perfeverance  in  it  to  the  end,  deferves  unques- 
tionably a  punifhment  endlefs  as  is  the  offence. 

A  temporal  Prince  in  inflicting  punifhment  may  be 
guilty  of  cruelty,  though  the  punifhment  does  not  Sur- 
pafs  the  enormity  of  the  offence,  becaufe  he  may  in- 
tend the  Sufferings  of  the  criminal,  not  the  Satisfaction 
due  to  juftice.  This  is  inconfiftent  with  divine  good- 
nefs. It  is  the  Satisfaction  due  to  juftice,  which  is  in- 
tended, and  in  it  there  is  no  cruelty. 

In  a  word,  if  the  man,  who  perfeveres  in  fin  tQthfe 
end,  ceafes  to  fin,  it  is  becaufe  he  ceafes  to  live.  His 
defire  of  fin  is  perpetual  and  the  punifhrnent  alfo. 

Hitherto  we  have  reafoned  on  the  attributes  of  the 
Deity  as  known  to  us  by  the  light  of  reafon  unaflifted 
by  any  Superior  light,  and  (hewn  that  God  is  the  firft 
principle,  and  the  laft  end  of  all  his  creatures;  that  all 
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the  Beings  which  compofe  the  univerfe,  hold  from  hirr* 
their  exiftence,  and  the  continuation  of  their  exigence  j 
that  his  providence  fuperintends  and  directs  all  crea- 
tures, the  inanimate  by  fixed  and  determined  laws  ;  the 
irrrational  by  unerring  inflinct,  prefenting  rules  for  the 
rational  part  of  his  creatures  to  direct  themfelves,  ne- 
ver allowing  them  to  diliurb  the  general  plan,  which  in 
his  wifdom  he  has  formed  for  the  manifestation  of  his  glo- 
ry ;  we  have  alfo  fhewn  that  reafon  and  free  agency  are 
excellent  gifts  worthy  of  their  Author,  of  thele  the 
proper  ufe  and  not  the  abufe  was  intended,  from  the 
abufe  remits  moral  evil,  the  exiftence  of  which  argues 
the  malice  of  the  evil  doer,  but  does  not  affect  the  iove- 
reign  goodnefs  of  God,  who  though  he  can  neither  en- 
courage nor  countenance  evil,  is  not  obliged  to  prevent 
it. 

We  have  alfo  {hewn  that  a  (late  of  trial,  in  which,  if 
man  acted  confidently  with  the  dictates  of  reafon,  he 
ihould  obtain  a  reward,  or,  if  he  abufed  and  perverted 
reafon,  he  mould  be  expofed  to  puniihment,  was  recon- 
cileable  with  the  idea  of  Providence,  and  then  pro- 
ceeded to  (hew  that  the  reward  obtained  by  virtue  or 
the  puniihment  inflicted  on  vice  mutt  be  without  end. 

In  the  cou.rfe  of  the  work  we  have  remarked  that 
man's  innate  defire  orhappinefs,  which  he"  invariably 
puifues,  however  miftaken  in  the  object,  and  the 
boundiefs  capacity  of  his  mind,  mew  that  he  was  in- 
tended for  confurnmate  happinefs,  which  is  to  be  at- 
tained but  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Divinity,  in 
which  truth  feen  immediately  fatisfies  the  understand- 
ing, and  goodnefs  in  its  fource  fatiates  all  the  defires  of 
the  will.  We  have  alfo  clearly  fhewn  that,  there  is  no 
natural  power  in  man  equal' to.  the  attainment  of  this 
object,  that  no  extenflon  of  his  natural  powers  can  ar- 
rive at  it,  that,,  what  is  called  the  light  of  glory,  is  in- 
d|fpenfa]5Jy  neceffary.     An  example  of  this  \vc  have 

.   '  in 


93 

in  the  natural  order.  The  eye,  however  well  con* 
ftituted,  or  however  its  vifual  powers  may  be  in- 
creafed  or  extended,  cannot  fee  an  object  even  the 
mod  vifibie,  if  totally  deftitute  of  light.  How  this 
light  of  glory  is  to  be  obtained  is  not  immediately 
known  to  man  from  the  light  of  reafon,  hence  the 
abfolute  necefiity  of  revelation  to  enable  man  to  attain, 
the  end,  for  which  he  was  originally  intended,  as  that 
capacity  of  arriving  at  the  end  with  proper  ailiifance 
manifeftly  (hews. 

The  Heathen  Philofophers,  whofe  powers  of  reafom 
ing  were  certainly  great,  and  whofe  fludies  were  in. 
tenfe,  were  notwithstanding  fubjecl  to  the  moilgrcfs 
and  ridiculous  errors.  The  unity  of  the  Divine  Being 
they  knew,  yet  dared  not  avow  it  ;  of  his  providence 
they  fpoke  in  ambiguous  terms  ;  their  frequent  con*, 
rultation  of  oracles  feew  their,  belief  of  his  preference* 
but  this  they  thought  dependent  on  the  decrees  of 
fate,  by  which  all  their  pretended  Gods  were  (hackled. 
Their  modes  of  woHhip  were  indecent  and  the  whole 
plan  of  religion,  which  they  had  formed,  compofed  of 
fenfelefs  errors  and  ridiculous  practices,  to  fay  no  more. 

Flattery  firfl  introduced  a  multiplicity  of  Deities, 
as  thefe  were  fafhioned  by  the  makers  according  to 
their  own  fancies  they  were  made  fubjecl:  to  all  the 
vices,  to  which  the  Heathens  themfelves  were  addicted, 
hence  there  is  no  pafiion,  however  extravagant,  which 
had  not  its  patron  or  patronefs  amongft  the  Heathen 
Deities  ;  this  abufe  was  fo  univerfal  that  one  of  their 
tnoft  fevere  moralifts  thought  intoxication  laudable  in 
honor  of  Bacchus,  and  public  proftitution  commenda- 
ble in  honor  of  Venus.  Our  modern  Philofophers, 
men  abforbed  in  fenfuality,  mult  regret  thefe  happy 
times,  when  they  could  with  impunity  and  honor  give 
a  loofe  to  the  rooft  blind  and  fenfelefs  denres.  Hence 
♦hey  unanimoufly  reject  a  revealed  religion,  well  know- 

ing 


94 


ing  that  reafon,  unaffifted  by  a  fuperior  light,  is  not 
more  ftrong  now  than  in  the  days  of  Heathen  fuper- 
ftition,  confequently  incapable  of  retraining  the  vio- 
lence of  pafiion,  and  frequently  a6Hng  in  concert  with 
it.  A  revealed  religion  with  its  promifes  of  rewards, 
and  punilhments,  is  a  mod  powerful  reftraint  for  thefe 
men,  it  has  no  attractive :  it  holds  out  nothing  to 
them  but  confufion  here  and  torments  hereafter, 
Thefe  thoughts  produce  .a  certain  anxiety,  which  dis- 
turbs them  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  pleafures,  to  quell 
this  anxiety  they  exhauft  their  imagination  in  purfuit 
of  fome  plauilble  reafqn  to  think  this  revealed  religion 
with  all  its  terrors  a  mere  bug-bear.  They  have  re? 
courfe  to  what  remains  of  the  writings  of  the  Heathens 
and  glean  all  they , have  faid  againfl  revealed  religion. 
This  they  obtrude  on  the  ignorant,  who  form  a  vaft 
majority  in  all  focieties,  as  the  productions  of  their  o*vn 
brains,  gratifying  at  the  fame  time  both  their  malice 
and  their  vanity.  It  is  in  vain  tq  clafs  them  as  fome 
writers  do.  They  are  all  engaged  in  the  fame  purfuit, 
that  is,  Epicurean  pleafure,  all  equally  adverfe  to  that  re- 
vealed religion,  which  condemns,  and  terrifies  them, 
all  declared  enemies  to  fubordination  and  order,  and 
as  fuch  enemies  both  to  God  and  man.  Thefe  unfortu- 
nate men  endeavor  to  perfuade  themfelves,  and  others, 
that  revelation  is  impoflible,  that  it  is  ufelefs,  that  it 
is  totally  unneceifary,  that  it  is  not  credible.  Reafon 
In  their  opinion  is  more  than  fufTkient  to  direct  man  to 
attain  the  end  of  his  creation,  and  to  pay  the  Supreme 
Being  the  homage  which  lie  exacts. 

By  revelation  is  underftood  a  certain  knowledge, 
which  God  communicates  of  the  divine  nature,  or  the 
divine  will,  hence  many  things  are  known  from  reve- 
lation, which  reafon  cannot  attain. 

To  realbn  againft  the  poffibility  of  revelation,  argues 
the  rnoftftupid  ignorance,  as  if  God3  whofe  underftand- 
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ing  is  infinite  and  poffeffed  of  an  infinity  of  truths,  to 
which  man's  reafon  cannot  reach,  were  incapable  of  mak- 
ing any  of  thefe  truths  known  to  him  ;  one  man  con> 
municates  his  ideas  to  another  by  the  intervention  of 
founds,  or  letters,  which  are  material,  though  ideas  are 
fpiritual ;  and  omnipotence,  which  has  formed  the 
tongue,  the  eye  and  the  ear,  the  air  which  conveys 
Tound,  and  the  light  which  impreffes  the  image  of  die 
objecl  on  the  optic  nerve,  will  be  deprived  of  this  faculty  ! 

But  thefe  truths  tranfcend  the  knowledge  of  man. 
Yes,  if  unafRfte'd  byafuperior  light,  as  the  fatellites  of 
Jupiter  efcape  the  naked  eye,  but  are  clearly  feen  by  the 
affiftance  of  the  telefcope. 

We  every  day  fee  men  learn  from  other  men  truths, 
of  which  they  had  no  previous  idea,  which  feem  to  con- 
tradict, their  ideas,  though  thefe  men,  from  whom  they 
learn,  have  no  power  of  infuling  light  in  their  minds. 
*What  abfurdity  then  to  pretend  that  from  almighty 
power,  and  infinite  wifdom,  they  may  not  learn  truths, 
of  which  they  neither  had  nor  would  have  any  previous 
knowledge  ? 

Thefe  truths,  it  is  true,  are  not  in  the  natural  order 
or  the  common  courfe  of  things,  but  they  are  perfectly 
confident  with  it,  for  there  is  nothing  more  natural  than 
for  an  artifl  to  make  any  change,  which  he  thinks  pror 
per,  in  a  piece  of  mechan  lfrn,  and  with  refpect  to  God 
the  whole  univerfe  is  fuch.  This  alfo  (hews  ihat  the 
prefent  order  of  things  was  an  erlecr.  of  choice,  not  of 
any  natural  determination.  By  the  interference  of  fe~ 
condary  caufes  we  every  day  fee  deviations  from  the 
eftablifhed  order  of  things,  or,  -  if  you  will,  from 
that  order  which  frequently  happens,  to  that  which 
rarely  happens,  without  prejudice  of  Divine  Provi- 
dence. Is  the  power  and  efficacy  of  the  primary 
caufe  all-wife  and  omnipotent,  more  confined  than  that 
of  a  fecondary  caufe  ?   The  idea  is  ridiculous  in  the 
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extreme.  But  continues  the  Deift  we  have  no  certain- 
ty of  any  revelation  made  to  man,  thefe  .who  pretenu 
to  have  heard  truths  revealed  might  have  been  dupes 
or  impoftors :  it  cannot  be  proved  that  they  did  not  in- 
tend to  deceive  us  ;  nor  can  it  be  proved  that  they 
themfelvcs  were  not  deceived.  To  this  the  writer  re- 
plies that  there  are  proofs  the  mod  fatisfaciory,  that  the 
men,  who  tranfrnitted  revealed  truths  of  religion  to  us* 
were  neither  deceived  nor  deceivers  *,  that  they  did  not 
intend  to  deceive,  and  if  they  did,  that  they  could 
not.  Thefe  proofs  are  taken  from  the  nature  of  thefe 
truths  themfelvcs,  which  breathe  nothing  contrary  to 
reafon,  nothing,  which  does  not  give  man  elevated 
ideas  of  his  Great  or,  nothing,  which  does  not  infpire  fanc- 
tity  and  virtue,  nothing,  which  dees  not  tend  to  man's 
perfection  here,  and  happinefs  hereafter,  in  a  word  no- 
thing, which  does  not  (hew  the  divinity  of  the  Author  : 
thefe  may  he  considered  as  the  internal  evidence  of  re- 
vealed truths,  and  the  external  proofs  are  taken  from 
the  character  of  the  writers,  and  the  iropoflibiiity  of 
their  irhpoung  on  the  world  ;  they  were  men  under  the 
influence  of  no  temporal  intereft,  had  no  fini iter  views  5 
fun  ply  and  unequivocally  they  attcfted  the  truth, 
knowing  it  rnufi  beat  the  expenfe  of  their  lives.  Ihey 
foretold  what  it  was  not  pofiible  for  man  to  forefee, 
and  in  confirmation  of  the  truths,  which  they  announ- 
ced, the  laws  of  motion,  at  other  times  invariable,  were 
fr  equemly  fufpended*  1  hat  there  have  been  miracles 
fuppofed,  and  revelations  feigned  intentionally  to  de- 
ceive, is  true,  but  that  indifcriminately  all  have  been 
dupes  and  impoftors  ;  that  of  the  many  thoufands  who 
atteft,  of  the  many  men  of  the  moft  profound  erudition, 
and  great  penetration  who  affert  that  they  themfelves 
were  witneffes,  there  has  not  been  one  honeft  man,  is 
a  mo  ft  impudent  and  ifi  imelefs  afTertion,  an  aiTcrtion 
which  a  man  who  has  any  remains  of  mod  eft  y  would 
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not  dare  to  make :  he  might  as  well  pretend  that  becaufe 
fome  men  tell  lies,  no  man  tells  truth,  or  becaufe  there 
are  fome  bank  notes  forged  there  are  none  of  any  va- 
lue, or,  if  you  will,  becaufe  there  are  fome  men  blind, 
there  are  none  who  can  fee  ;  but  he  is  told  that  there 
are  certain  rules  for  detecting  falfhood,  that  thefe  mult 
be  applied,  and  the  deceit,  if  any  there  be,  mud  ap- 
pear. Thefe  fuppofed  miracles  and  feigned  revelations 
fo  far  from  (hewing  that  all  are  fo,  evidently  argue 
the  contrary  :  for  falmood  is  the  fiction  of  truth,  and 
copies,  however  faithlefs  and  faulty,  fhew  the  original 
true,  hence  if  there  were  no  true  miracles,  there  never 
would  have  been  a  falfe  one,  nor  would  there  be  a 
fictitious  revelation,  if  there  had  not  been  a  real  one 
previous,  which  the  fiction  counterfeits. 

The  revelation  of  myfteries,  that  is,  of  truths  to 
reafon  inconceivable,  is,  if  we  believe  the  Deift,  totally 
hnpoffible*  Yet  we  know,  and  the  Deift  mufl  know, 
if  he  knows  any  thing,  that  many  truths  even  in  the 
natural  order,  and  within  the  limited  fphere  of  human 
reafon,  are  evident  to  men  of  fcience,  which  to  the 
illiterate  Mechanic,  are  as  myfterious  as  any  revealed 
truth  whatfoever.  Will  not  the  unlearned  Mechanic 
believe  the  Aftronomer  that  the  Earth  performs  its 
revolution  round  the  Sun,  though  his  fenfes  tell  him, 
and  feem  to  allure  the  contrary.  The  afTertion  he 
muft  believe  limply  on  the  credit  of  the  Aftronomer* 
becaufe  he  has  not  the  moft  diftant  idea  of  the  princi- 
ples on  which  it  is  founded,  the  Deift  furely  will  ad- 
mit that  the  divine  underftanding  as  far  furpalTes  the 
human,  as  that  of  the  moft  learned  man,  does  the  rea* 
foning  faculty  of  the  artiian  ;  if  then  the  credit  of  the 
Aftronomer  be  fufficient  to  eftablifh  a  truth,  which 
contradicts  fenfe,  why  may  not  the  infallibility  of  the 
divine  word  eftablilh  a  truth  which  tranfeefids  rea- 
fon ? 

N  Myfteriousj 
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Myfterious  truths  are  not  evident  in  themfelves 
that  is,  they  do  not  appear  immediately  to  us,  but 
they  are  evidently  certain,  becaufe  they  are  founded 
on  the  divine  word,  which  excludes  falfhood*  The 
object  of  reafon  is  to  determine  whether  the  truth 

v  propofed  be  revealed  of  riot. ;  and,  as  that  is  matter  of 
fact,  it  is  determined  as  all  other  fads  are' by  concur- 
ring teftimonies  :  if  the  motives  of  credibility  be  fuffi- 

s  ciently  ftrong  to  induce  a  well-founded  belief,  that 
the  truth  propofed  has  been  revealed,  the  enqui- 
ries of  human  reafon  ceafe  :  why  ib  ?  Becaufe  there  is 
nothing  more  reafonable  than  to  believe  infallible  au- 
thority, however  myilerious  the  truth  may  appear. 

Thefe  miracles  by  which  revealed  truths  were  firil 
eftablifhed,  are  yet  Continued,  not  in  themfelves,  but 
in  their  effect,  the  converfion  of  the  world,  which  is  of 
all  others  the  greateft,  a  vifible  miracle  which  flames 
conviction  on  the  understanding  s  that  the  learnecj 
and  the  ignorant,  the  Prince  and  the  peafant,  men  of 
all  nations,  and  times,  whofe  names  and  cuftoms  are 
as  difFerent  as  their  faces,  mould  unanimoufly  admit 
truths  inconceivable,  inductive  of  the  rnoft.  fevere  and 
mortifying  reftraints,  contradicting  the  rnoft  violent 
inclinations  of  Corrupt  nature,  is  a  miractilotis  effect  of 
almighty  power,  and  if  this  converfion  of  the  world  be 
effected  without  a  miracle,  it  is  itfeif  greater  than  any 
poflible  miracle.  Add  to  this,  that  the  revelation  of 
truths  tranfcending  reafon  is  indifpenfably  neceffary  td 
direct  man  to  a  fupernatural  end,  for  which  we  have 
already  fhewn  him  to  be  originally  intended.  As  man 
can  never  deiire  that,  of  which  he  has  no  idea,  nor 
can  he  have  recourfe  to  means,  which  ^re  to  him  not 
known,  it  is  therefore  ncceffary,  that  this  fupernatural 
end  mould  be  revealed  to  him,  and  the  means  by  which 
it  m?,y  be  attained,  and  fince  the  means  are  always 
proportioned  to  the  end,  the  end  being  fupernatural* 
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that  is,  tranfcending  the  natural  powers  of  man,  the 
means  mud  be  fo  too, 

It  is  true  myfterious  objects  are  not  vifible  to  the 
eye,  but  we  believe  many  things,  which  we  do  not  fee, 
nor  cannot  fee,  our  thoughts  are  not  vifible  to  the  eye, 
nor  are  the  thoughts  or  fecret  difpofitions  of  others 
vifible  even  jto  our  minds,  yet  we  believe  that  otheK 
men  think,  of  this  we  have  indications  fufflciently 
ftrong  to  remove  all  doubts.  It  is  from  fuch  indica-r 
tions  that  we  believe  myfterious  truths  revealed* 
which  are  vifible  neither  to  our  eyes  nor  to  our  minds, 
truths  of  courfe,  which  give  us  a  more  fublime  idea  of 
our  God,  and  a  more  diftinct  knowledge  of  the  divine 
nature.  Themoft  diftinct  knowledge  that  we  can  have 
pf  the  divine  nature,  is,  that  it  infinitely  furpafies  the 
utmoft  ftretch  of  any  limited  imagination,  fuch  is  the 
idea,  which  certain  revealed  myfteries  convey. 

If,  fays  the  Deift,  a  revealed  religion  be  fubftituted  to 
the  natural  religion  common  to  all,  and  at  all  times,  it 
argues  a  change  incompatible  with  the  immutability  of 
Qod.  To  this  it  may  be  replied  that  God's  decrees  are 
eternal,  but  the  execution  of  thefe  decrees  is  fucceftive, 
according  to  the  order  which  he  himfelf  has  determi- 
ned. 

It  is  not  more  ftrange  than  true  that  men  are  found 
fo  blinded  by  prejudice  as  to  after t  that  revelation  is  not 
uleiul  to  man,  as  if  it  were  ufeiefs  to  man  to  learn*  by 
a  fimple,  concife  and  unerring  method,  all  that  in  this 
life  he  can  know  of  the  divine  nature,  of  the  worfhip 
which  the  Deity  expects,  and  exacts,  and  all  his  relative 
duties  as  a  man,  and  a  member  of  feciety.  If  incon- 
veniences have  happened,  and  different  fe<fts  have  been 
formed,  diiagreeing  in  opinions,  this  is  not  imputable 
to  revelation,  but  to  the  depravity  of  man,  who  endear 
vorsto  warp  revelation  from  its  true  and  natural  figni- 
fication,  and  make  it  fubfervient  to  his  private  views  : 

revelation 


revelation  is  not  more  abufed  than  reafon.  Will  any 
man  be  fo  perverfe  as  to  pretend  that  reafon  is  ufelefs 
becaufe  it  is  fo  often  abufed,  and  iometimes  to  the 
worft  of  purpofes  ? 

The  advantages  which  refult  from  revelation  are  in* 
numerable  and  invaluable  :  without  it  a  great  majority 
of  the  human  fpecies  could  never  attain  a  competent 
knowledge  of  the  Divinity,  or  of  their  own  relative 
duties,  fome  through  a  natural  indifpofition  are  inca- 
pable of  acquiring  this  knowledge,  others,  whofe 
whole  time  is  abforbed  in  purfuit  of  the  firft  neceiTa- 
riesoflife,  food  and  raiment,  many  whofe  time  is  de- 
voted to  pleafure,  youth  in  general  is  incapable  of 
the  intenfe  ftudy  and  the  abftrufe  and  roetaphyfical 
difquifidons  neceffary.  To  obtain  by  dint  of  reason- 
ing, even  a  {lender  knowledge  of  the  divine  attributes, 
to  pafs  in  filence  the  mutability  of  the  human  mind, 
continually  changing  its  opinions  if  it  be  not  fixed  by 
infallible  authority.  There  are  in  revelation  many  ob- 
fcure  paffages,  fome  from  the  nature  of  the  truths, 
which  they  difclofe,  Tome,  which  at  the  time,  and  in 
tiic  places,  where  they  were  firft  difclofed,  were  per- 
fectly intelligible,  at  this  diftance  from  both,  appear  to 
us  obfcure,  and  fome  obfcurities  intended  by  the  wri- 
ters themfelves  to  exercife  rhe  mind  of  the  reader,  and 
fupprefs  his  pride,  but  the  attributes  of  the  Divinity 
are  clearly  and  difti nelly  revealed  ;  the  end  of  man's 
creation  ;  the  great  principles  of  morality  ;  the  means, 
by  which,  this  end  is  to  be  obtained,  and  many  other 
tilings,  which,  human  reafon  could  not  difcover,  are 
announced  without  any  ambiguity.  If  thefe  principles 
of  morality  are  by  fome  neglected,  it  only  proves  that 
pailion  in  fome  men  overpowers  all  reftraints,  not  that 
the  reftraint  impofed  by  revealed  religion  is  weak  or 
\\.  lei  els. 

From  what  we  have  faid  appears  not  only  the  utility 
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but  the  neceflity  of  revelation.  The  infufficiency  .  of 
reafon  to  direct  man  in  the  purfuit  of  true  happinefs  is 
known  from  the  experience  of  all  ages  :  not  one  of 
the  Heathen  Philofophers,  after  all  their  refearches, 
difcovered  that,  which  conftitutes  it ;  not  one  who  did 
not,  both  by  precept  and  example,  authorife  intolerable 
errors  in  morality.  The  idolatrous  fuperftitions  of  aU 
the  different  nations  whom  revelation  did  not  enlighten 
ar.teft  this  truth  ;  that  there  is  but  God  himfelf,  who 
can  teach  his  creatures  to  honor  and  adore  him  in 
fpirit  and  truth  ;  the  moft  fenfible  and  convincing  proof 
may  be  taken  from  the  men  who  oppofe  this  truth, 
Whilft  they  boaft  the  fufficiency  of  human  reafon,  they 
confound  vice  with  virtue,  thev  authorife  licentiouf- 
nefs,  applaud  fuicide,  encourage  rebellion,  remove  all 
reftraints,  break  down  all  the  barriers.  The  principles 
taught  in  this  new  fchool  are  not  fimply  fubverfive  of 
focial  happinefs  but  abfolutely  deftructive  of  the  human 
fpecies.  There  is  between  our  modern  Philolophers 
and  their  predeceflbrs  the  Heathens,  this  remarkable 
difference,  that  in  the  Heathen  fchools  truth  was  fought 
but  through  the  inability  of  reafon  not  affifted  by  re- 
velation not  to  be  found,  in  our  modern  fchools  truth 
prefents ,  itfeif  and  is  expelled  whilft  the  moft  abfurd 
falfhoods  fupply  its  place. 

The  revelation  of  fome  fupernatural  truths  was  in- 
difpenfably  neceifary  at  all  times,  and  muft  have  been 
co-eval  with  the  creation.  For  lince  man  was  intended 
for  a  fupernatural  end,  and  could  neither  by  his  natural 
powers  know  the  end,  nor  the  means,  to  attain  the 
end,  he  muft  have  known  them  from  revelation,  elfe 
that  innate  defire  of  confummate  happinefs  implanted  in 
his  nature,  and  that  capacity  of  enjoying  it,  would 
have  been  illufive,  which  is  blafphemy  to  a  fieri ;  the 
end  therefore  of  his  creation,  and  the  means  to  obtain 
the  end,  muft  have  been  revealed  to  our  firft  Parent, 
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who,  being  the  immediate  principle  of  the  human  fpe- 
cies,  rnu^ft  have,  been  psrfed  both  in  body  and  mind, 
in  body,  to  pro-create,  and  in  mind,  to  inftruct,  and 
from  him  this  primitive  revelation  muft  have  been  tranf- 
mitted  to  his  pofterity,  whether  by  oral  tradition,  as 
feeras  probable,  or  by  written  documents,  which  feems 
more  probable.  To  convey  our  thoughts  to  the  eye 
by  figns,  as  to  ths  ear  by  founds,  being  equally  a  gift 
of  the  Creator,  in  the  ©.pinion  of  the  moil  intelligent 
men. 

Add  to  this,  that  a  certainty  of  pardon  for  fins  com- 
mitted on  certain  conditions  is  a  ftrong  incentive  to 
virtue  ;  this  certainty  cannot  be  obtained  but  from 
revelation  ;  by  the  light  of  reafonwe  know  that  God 
is  infinitely  merciful,  but  we  know  alfo  that  he  is  infi- 
nitely juii,  it  is  irnpofllble  to  know  from  re  alb  n  on 
what  conditions,  hisjuftice  may  be  fatisfie.d,  fo  as  to 
extend  his  mercy  to  the  man,  who  has  been  guilty  of  a, 
capital  offence,  hence  defpair  would  be  a  neceffary 
confequance,  and  defpair  removes  all  rettraints,  this 
we  know  from  experience  ;  and  the  conduct  of  our 
modern  Philofophers  evinces  the  truth  :  in  defpair 
thefe  unfortunate  men  give  themfelves  up  to  al}  forts 
of  uncleannefso 

That  God  is  infinitely  gqod  we  know,  and  confe^ 
quentiy  that  he  can  forgive  offences.,  but  we  know 
alfo  that  it  is  not  confident  with  goodnefs^  to  encourage 
evil  by  impunity  ;  we  know  that  the  divine  goodnefs 
does  not  exclude  the  divine  juftice  :  that  juftice  muft 
be  fatislied,  and  what  are  the  conditions  we  cannot 
know  but  from  revelation.  The  conditions,  on  which 
t  capital  offence  is  forgiven,  rnuft  be  known  but  from 
the  injured  party,  not  prefumed  by  the  offender. 

If  it  be  aiked  why  a  more  explicit  revelation  was. 
made  at  the  tioie  of  Mofes  ?  A  reafon  may  be  affigned  ; 
it  was  then  rnore  neceffary  to  check  the  progrefs  or 
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Idolatry,  which  the  pride  and  lieentloufnefs  of  man 
had  authorifed  to  an  intolerable  excefs,  and  though 
this  revelation,  or  rather  the  ceremonial  law  inftituted 
by  it,  was  confined  to  the  defendants  of  Jacob,  the 
prodigies  attending  thfs  revelation  were  known  to  all 
furrounding  nations,  and  fufficient  to  fhew  the  weak* 
nefs  and  vanity  of  the  Heathen  idols,  and  the  fhame- 
lefs  bliridnefs  of  thefe>  who  facrifice  to,  or  con  tide  in 
them. 

To  enquire  why  this  revelation  was  made  to  the: 
defcendants  of. Jacob,  and  not  to  other  nations,  is 
ufeiefs  :  fuch  a  preference  depends  on  tire  abfolute  will 
of  God,  whofe  diftribution  of  gratuitous  favors  to 
ibme  is  an  effect  of  good  nefs  not  injurious  to  others, 
who  have  no  title  or  claim  on  him.  Where  there  are  no 
claims  there  is  no  acceptation  of  perfons.  An  enquiry 
might  be  inftituted  with  equal  propriety  why  he  crea- 
ted the  angel  fuperior  td  man,  or  man  to  the  rnoufe. 

The  law  eftablimed  by  the  miniitry  of  Mofes  was  an 
extraordinary  favor  to  the  Jews,  becaufe  it  explicitly 
pointed  out  all  the  great  principles  of  the  natural  law, 
it  was  therefore  a  fimple  and  infallible  rule  of  action, 
though  thefe  principles  might  have  been  known  to  the 
Heathens,  they  were  not  :  prejudice,  paflion,  example* 
intereft  and  other  reafons  had  effaced  them  from  their 
minds  in  a  great  meafure,  few,  if  any  obferved  them  5 
thefe  amongft  the  Heathen  nations,  who  obferved  the 
precepts  of  the  natural  law,  were  not  obliged  to  obferve 
the  ceremonial  precepts  of  the  Jewiha  law  :  thefe  pre- 
cepts obliged  but  the  Jews  themfelves  and  profeiytes  to 
their  religion. 

To  this  may  be  added,  that  as  God  always  grants  to 
every  one  of  his  creatures  all  that  is  neceffary  to  the  at- 
tainment of  its  end,  if  there  be  no  impediment  given,  if 
any  man  remote  from  times  or  places,  in  which  the  reve- 
latigji  of  iupernatural  truths  is  manifeft,  ftriclly  obferves 
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the  dictates  of  unprejudiced  reafon,  and  all  llie  precepts 
of  the  natural  law,  God  will  either  enlighten  his  under- 
ftanding  immediately,  or  fend  forne  other  agent  to  in- 
l^rucl  him,  as  Peter  was  fent  to  inftrucl  Cornelius. 

The  experience  of  ages  fhews  that  even  men  of  ex* 
traordinary  abilities,  and  intenfe  ftudy,  though  know-* 
ing  the  mod  common  principles  of  the  natural  law, 
have  been  fubjecl  to  the  mo  ft  grofs  errors  in  remote 
confequences,  and  in  the  application  of  firfl  principles, 
if  then,  reafon  be  infufficient  to  direct,  the  learned  few, 
a  fupplement  is  indifpenfably  neceffary  for  the  bulk  of 
mankind,  this  fupplement,  which  perfects  reafon,  is  the 
infallible  authority  of  revelation. 

That  a  law  founded  on  revelation  has  been  announ- 
ced, is  a  fact,  which  is  not  fubjecl  either  to  mathema- 
tical, or  metaphyseal  demonftration,  nor  is  it  an  in- 
tuitive truth,  which  is  evident  on  the  expofition,  it  is 
known,  as  all  other  fads  are  known,  by  moral  evidence, 
that  is,  by  the  teflimony  of  unexceptionable  witneffes 
corroborated  by  circumftances.  Whether  a  truth 
founded  on  moral  evidence  be  more  certain  than  that 
which  is  founded  on  metaphyseal  reafoning  is  left  to 
Logicians  to  decide  ;  but  it  muft  be  admitted  that  to 
deny  the  one  is  more  dangerous  and  detrimental  to  fo- 
eiety  than  the  other  :  thus  for  inftance,  in  England  a 
man  may,  with  impunity,  deny  the  fpirituality  of  the 
foul,  but  if  he  were  to  deny  that  George  the  Third  is 
King,  it  might  procure  him  a  halter.  The  former  is  a 
truth  founded  on  metaphyseal  reafoning,  the  latter  on 
mere  moral  evidence,  the  internal  evidence  of  revela- 
tion as  it  is  called  by  fome,  or  perhaps  more  properly  by 
others,  corroborating  evidence,  is  taken  from  the  na* 
tureof  the  doctrine  conddered  in  itfelf;  in  it  are  truths, 
which  man's  imagination  could  not  difcover,  truths 
which  mortify  his  pride,  contradict  his  mod  violent 
inclinations,  teach  him  to  fubdue  his  paffions,  to  eradi- 
cate 


cate  the  fpirit  of  felf-love  and  private  intereS,  incul- 
cate the  indifpenfable  neceflky  of  univerfal  benevolence 
without  diftinction  of  friends  or  enemies.  In  a  wrd, 
truths  which  condemn"  every  poflible  vice,  even  i  n 
thought,  and  enforce  every  virtue  ;  fuch  doctrine  and 
the  plan  of  religion  formed  on  it?  attefts  the  divinity 
of  its  author. 

The  external  evidence  of  revelation  is  taken  from 
thefe  ftupendous  effects  of  divine  power,  called  mira- 
cles, and  of  the  divine  preference  called  prophecies.  By 
a  miracle  is  underftood  an  effect  of  omnipotence,  to 
which  no  inferior  power  is  competent  ;  a  work  tran- 
fcending  the  eftablifhed  order  ofiaature,  which  no  ie> 
condary  caufe  can  produce,  but  as  an  inftrument.  Ef- 
fects furpafling  the  power  of  man,  but  not  that  of 
angels,  whether  good,  or  bad,  are  faid  to  be  admira- 
ble but  not  miraculous.  By  the  fuperior  intelligence 
and  activity  of  the  agent,  effects  are  produced,  which 
excite  admiration,  though  they  do  not  tranfcendthe 
eftablifhed  laws,  thefe  may  be  confidered  as  the  pro- 
ductions of  art* 

An  effect  may  furpafs  the  mechanical  powers,  or  the 
known  eftablifhed  laws  of  nature,  either  confidered  hi 
itfelf,  as  if  two  bodies  were  to  occupy  the  fame  place, 
the  Sun  to  retrdgade,  or  in  the  fubject,  in  which  the 
effect  i3  produced,  as  the  refurrection  of  tlie  dead,  or 
ihe  illumination  of  the  blind,  or  in  the  manner  of  pro- 
duction, as  if  a  feter  be  inflantaneoufly  removed, 
which  by  the  powers  of  nature  might  be  removed  in 
the  courfe  of  time. 

That  God  may  produce  miraculous  effects  is  incoh* 
teftibly  true  :  for  fince  all  the  feverai  Beings,  which 
compofe  the  univerfe,  have  been  created  by  him,  the 
nature  of  each  different  fpecies  is  eftablifhed  by  his 
will,  its  powers  of  producing  effects  confined  within 
certain  limits,  may  be  extended  by  that  omnipotent 
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will  which  grants  them,  or  reftrained  without  being 
deftroyed.    By  fuch  an  extenfian  of  power  or  reftraint 
an  effect  tranfcending  the  order  of  the  particular  na- 
ture of  that  caufe  may  be  produced,  as  when  Sampfon 
pulled  down  the  temple  of  Dagon,  or  the  fire  did  not 
affect  Sidrach,  Mifach  and  Abednego  in  the  furnace. 
Thefe  effects,  in  confident  with  the  nature  of  thefe  parti- 
cular caufes  as  known  to  us,  are  perfectly  confident 
with  univerfal  nature,  for  there  is  nothing  more  na- 
tural than  for  an  artift  at  times  to  make  ufe  of  an  in- 
flrument  according  to  his  will,  and  for  an  omnipotent 
artift  to  produce  any  effect  by  any  inftrument,  or  to 
produce  the  effect  immediately  without  any  inftrument 
at  all. 

We    have  already  fhewn  that  the  creation  of  this 
world  was  an  effect  of  choice  ;  that  God  was  under 
no  neceffity   either  externally   or  internally  to  create, 
that  he  might  have  created  this  or  any  other,  or  no 
world  at  all  ;  the  world  depends  on  him,  not  he  on  the 
world,  hence  the  order  of  all  caufes  and  effects  depends 
on  his  abfolute  will.  To  pretend  that  God  may  not  pro- 
duce an  effect  without  the  interference  of  any  fecondary 
caufe,  or  that  he  cannot  increafe,  or  diminiih  the  pow- 
ers of  fecondary  caufes,  is  to  make  God  dependent  on 
his  creatures  not  them  on  him,  which  would  be  an  in- 
verfion  of  all  order.    Hence  it  follows  that  no  created 
agent,  however  great,  its  power,  can  produce  a  mira- 
culous effect  :  the  agent  cannot  exceed  the  limits  of  its 
power  ;  all  effects  therefore,  which  it  produces,  muft 
be  according  to  the  order  of  its  nature.    The  powers 
of  the  angelical  nature  are  fuperior  to  the  powers  of 
human  nature  :  powers  of  agency  are  correfpondent  to 
the  nature  of  the  agent,  the  angelical  nature  is  fuperior 
to  human  nature,  in  which  the  foul  is  embarraffed  in 
its  operations  by  a  dependance  on  the  body,  hence  an 
Angel,  cither  of  light,  or  darknefs,  from  its  fuperior 
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Intelligence,  and  the  rapidity  of  its  motion,  in  the  ap* 
plication  of  active  topafftve  principles,  may  produce  an 
■cXicck  which  excites  admiration,  becaufe  it  is  unufual, 
but  fuch  an  effect  mud  be  produced  according  to  thefe 
mechanical  laws,  by  which   the  material   world  is 
governed.    Thus,  according  to  the  law  of  gravitation 
a  ftone  defcends,  a  man,  from  his  locomotive  powers, 
will  caufe  it  to  afcend  ;  but  as  his  powers  are  confined 
within  certain  limits  his  action  is  confined  to  ftones  of 
a  certain  magnitude,  and  the  afcent  to  a  certain  height  a7 
an  inviiible  agent  of  greater  powers  will  caufe  a  ftone 
of  greater  magnitude  to  afcend  to  a  greater  height,  or 
keep  it  fufpended  in  the  air  ;  fuch  an  effect  muft  excite 
admiration,   yet  in  this  there  is  nothing  miraculous 
becaufe  the  effect  is  correfpondent  to  the  power  of  the, 
agent,  according  to  the  eftablifhed  laws,  but  no  exten- 
fipn  of  man's  power,  or  of  any   created  agent,  can 
animate  a  dead  body,  becaufe  this  tranfcends  the  efta- 
blifhed order  of  things.    The  refurrection  of  a  dead 
body  is  manifeflly  miraculous. 

A  miraculous  deviation  from  the  eftablifhed  order  of 
nature  in  particular  caufes,  argues  no  change  in  God's 
decrees,  becaufe  all  thefe  deviations  have  been  forefeen, 
and  pre-ordered,  in  the  general  plan  of  Providence  ; 
there  is  nothing  more  common,  than  deviations  cauf- 
ed  by  the  interference  of  fecondary  caufes,  yet  all  thefe 
are  under  the  direction  of  that  Providence,  which  fu- 
perintends  the  whole. 

In  vain  does  the  Deift  pretend  that  we  do  not  know 
all  the  powers  of  mechanical  cauies  ;  that  we  cannot 
diftinguifh  a  miraculous  effect  from  that,  which  is  pro- 
duced by  fome  mechanical  caufe  ;  we  fee  wonderful 
ejects  produced  by  chemical  operations,  fay  they,  it 
is  true  we  do  not  know  all  the  powers  of  mechanical 
caufes,  nor  the  effects,  which  one  body  produces  on 
the  other,  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of  gravitation,  of  at- 


traction,  of  election  or  repulfion,  nor  is  it  neceffary 
that  we  mould,  but  we  know  that  no  mechanical 
law  can  produce  life  in  a  dead  body,  or  enable  a  man 
to  walk  on  the  feas  as  on  dry  land,  to  command  the 
winds,  becaufe  thefe  effects,  are  contrary  to  the  me- 
chanical laws,  and  powers,  which  are  known,  and 
thefe,  which  we  do  not  know,  are  not  contrary  to 
1  hefe,  which  we  do  know.  It  is,  not  therefore  fo  dif- 
ficult to  diftinguifh  a  miraculous  effecl:  from  a  pro- 
duction of  art. 

At  leaft,  fay  they,  the  power  of  fpi ritual  agents 
efcapes  our  knowledge,  yes,  but  we  know  their  pow- 
ers are  confined  within  certain  limits,  and  in  a  certain 
order  :  for  no  agent  can  act  on  any  fubjecl,  not  iub- 
ject  to  its  action,  nor  fufpend  the  laws  eftabiifhed  by 
a  fuperior  power,  hence  no  fpiritual  created  agent  can 
effect,  a  miracle.  The  reafon,  why  increated  power 
effecls  miracles,  is,  becaufe  all  nature  is  fubjecl:  to,  and 
dependent  on  it,  and  that  all  particular  caufes  are  but 
its  i nil ru merits  ;  as  to  the  miracles  which  were  pre- 
tended to  be  wrought -amongft  the  Heathens  it  is  fuf- 
ficient  to  fay  that,  the  authors,  from  whom  we  learn 
thefe  pretended  miracles,  did  not  believe  them  ;  Livy 
relates  fome,  but  he  fays  in  the  preface  of  his  work, 
46  that  he  was  not  difpofed  either  to  affirm  or  refutea 
"  what  was  faid  to  happen,  either  before,  or  at  the 
"  building  of  the  city,  and  which  was  rather  adorned, 
"  by  poetical  fables,  than  authentic  monuments  of  fact." 
"  It  is  pardonable,"  fays  he,  "  in  antiquity,  to  admit 
"  fome  things  divine,  thereby  to  render  the  foundation 
*6  of  their  cities  more  venerable,  and  no  more  pardonable 
"  than  in  the  Roman  people."  In  the  24th  B.  and 
12th  C.  he  fays,  "  many  prodigies  were  pubiifhed  this 
Ci  year  ^ nd  the  more  the  fimpie  and  credulous  peo- 
fc;  pie  believed  them,  the  more  they  were  increafed." 
la  the  24th  Cv  he  fays,  "  that  the  Confuis  having  railed 
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f£  two  city  legions,  and  filled  up  the  other  legions,  did 
i\  not  move  from  the  city  until  they  had  procured  pro- 
<c  digies."  Thefe  pretended  prodigies  were  therefore, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  authors  who  relate  them,  intended 
to  encourage  the  foldiers,  or  fecure  the  approbation  of 
an  ignorant  and  fuperftitious  populace. 

Valerius  M axioms,  in  his  lit.  B.  having  related  many 
pretended  miracles,  adds,  that Ci  as  thefe  were  not  late 
h  tranfacfions,  but  depending  on  hearfay  tradition,  let 
64  the  authors  vouch  for  them."  Fidem  aufloris  vindiccni* 
Suetonius,  in  the  life  of  Claudius,  fays  of  thefe  mira- 
cles, "  I  have  related  them  not  that  I  believe  them  true, 
"  or  verinmilar."  And  Paufanius,  in  the  6th  B.  fays, 
*'  I  have  related,  what  the  Greeks  have  circulated,  but 
f  nothing  obliges  me  to  believe  them." 

It  was  currently  reported  that  great  cures  were  per- 
formed in  the  temple  of  JEfculapius,  and  inferiptions 
expreiliveof  thefe  miraculous  cures  on  brazen  tablets  were 
hung  up  to  commemorate  the  events.  The  artificesof  the 
officers  of  all  the  Heathen  temples  to  impofe  on  a  fuper- 
ftitious people  are  well  known,  the  officers  attendant  on 
the  temple  of  ./Efculapius  were  phyficians,  and  perform- 
ed cures,  as  ©ur  phyficians  do,  but  with  greater  ceremo- 
ny and  myftery,  the  effects  of  their  medicines  afcribed  to 
the  pretended  God,  and  certain  perfons  hired  to  pretend 
indifpofitions,  which  were  inftantaneoufiy  cured, 
rendered  the  temple  famous,  and  increafed  the  con- 
courfe  of  votaries  and  wealth  of  the  minifters. 

Suetonius  and  Tacitus  fay  that,  Vefphafian  wrought 
miracles  in  Alexandria.  A  blind  man  directed  by  Se- 
ra pis,  and  a  lame  man  fays  Suetonius,  if  we  believe 
Tacitus  he  was  not  larne  but  maimed  of  an  arm,  that 
is  a  trifling  difference,  were  inftantly  healed  by  that 
Prince.  In  anfwer  to  this  it  muft  be  remarked  that 
the  Egyptians  were  extremely  fuperflitious  and  confi- 
dered  Serapis  as  their  great  divinity,  the  crafty  Prince 
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cpuld  not  endear  hirnfelf  more  to  them  than  by  pre* 
tending  to  be  a  favorite  of  their  beloved  Serapls,  anc\ 
there  was  nothing  more  Umple  than  to  engage  the  mi- 
niilers  of  Serapis,  or  his  own  minifters,  to  procure  a 
counterfeit  blind  man  to  play  a  role,  his  unwiliingnefs 
to  undertake  it  was  a  mere  artifice.  The  very  relation 
of  Tacitus  fhews  it.  He  thought  it  would  not  fucceed., 
Why  then  attempt  it  in  public  ?  He  was  told  by  the 
attendants  that  he  was  a  favorite  of  the  Gods,  He 
knew  it  would  fucceed  or  he  would  not,  and  he  mud 
liave  known  "it  from  the  actors,  who  knew  his  intereft, 
and  their  own,  was  flrengthened  by  the  fuccefs,  of  which 
they  could  not  doubt.  ,  Tacitus  and  Suetonius  both 
agree  that,  thefe  pretended  miracles  were  intended  to 
confirm  the  authority  of  that  Prince,  after  his  election,, 
mid  that  he  was  told  by  flattering  courtiers  that  his 
election  was  pleafing  to  their  Gods.  It  is  true,  Sue- 
tonius adds  that  fome  who  were  prefent  attefted  the 
fact  without  hopes  of  reward.  Undoubtedly  a  great 
majority  of  the  people  were  duped  as  was  intended  by" 
the  actors.  The  fame  thing  may  be  faid  of  the  pre- 
tended miracles  of  Hadrianus.'  Spartianus  fays  that  he 
cured  a  blind  man,  and  woman,  who  were  feht  by  the 
&ods  to  prevent  him  from  putting  himielf  to  death. 
The  motive  fhews  the  fraud,  and  Marius  Maximus,  as 
Spartianus  hirnfelf  fays,  relates  it  as  afi6tion.  Marius's 
works  are  loft.  To  this  may  be  added  that,  many 
things  have  happened  amongft  the  Heathens,  which 
furpafs  the  power  of  man,  but  nothing  furpalling  thev 
locomotive  powers  of  the  demons. 

As  to  the  miracles  of  Apollonius  related  by  Philoftraf- 
tus.  The  whole  of  his  compofkion  is  a  tilfue  of  abfur« 
dities,  refembling  our  Arabian  Nights5  Entertainments, 
and  defer  ves  the  fame  credit  :  he  makes  Apollonius  un- 
derfland  the  voice  of  birds  and  beafts,  and  fays,  that  he 
learned  that   fcience  from  the  Arabs,  and  adds  other 


talcs  equally  ridiculous*  If  any  man  wifhes  to  knoW 
the  Heathen  tales  and  miracles  let  him  read  Ovid's 
Metamorphofes  which  becaufe  they  could  not  happen 
did  not  happen. 

Mofes  (ays  in  the  book  of  Exodus,  tnat  the  Magici- 
ans in  Egypt  caft,  their  rods  in  prefence  of  Pharoah  as 
Aaron  did,  and  that  there  were  ferpents.  The  imme- 
diate difappcarance  of  the  rods,  and  the  fubflitution  of 
ferpents,  which  were  numerous  in  Egypt,  does  not 
furpais  the  powers  of  an  angel  either  of  light  or  dark- 
nefs.  The  converfion  of  a  rod  into  a  real  ferpent 
does.  The  very  matter,  of  which  the  rods  was  com- 
pofed,  might  be  inftantaneoufly  fo  difpofed  as  to  exhi- 
bit the  appearance  of  a  real  ferpent,  and  though  not 
living  it  might  appear  in  motion  as  an  automaton,  this 
feems  more  confonant  to  Mofes's  relation,  becaufe  he 
fays  that  Aaron's  rod  devoured  the  rods  of  the  Egyp- 
tians, which  feems  to  indicate  that  the  component  parts 
of  the  rods  remained,  though  the  form  was  changed  ; 
this  was  not  a  miracle  but  an  artificial  operation.  The 
intelligence  and  aclive  powers  of  the  demon  being  fully 
competent  to  fuch  an  operation. 

Hence  appears  the  neceility  of  that  warning,  which 
Mofes  gave  the  Jews,  to  beware  of  impoftors,  whofe 
diabolical  iigns,  furpaffing  the  powers  of  human  nature, 
might  induce  them  to  fwerve  from  the  obedience 
which  they  owed  their  God  ;  in  like  manner  Chriftians 
were  warned  both  by  Chrift  and  his  apoftle  to  beware 
of  all  impoftors,  more  particularly  that  great  mvpjftor 
Anti-Chrift,  whofe  prodigies  will  be  according  to  the 
extent  of  Satan's  power. 

It  is  faid  in  the  book  of  Kings  that  Saul  applied  to 
the  witch  of  Endor  to  raife  Samuel  by  her  incantations. 
It  is  true,  Samuel  appeared  to  Saul,  but  not  by  the 
wkch's  incantations,  for  he  appeared  before  Hie  began 
them,  but  by  the  power  of  God,  who  fent  him  to 
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prophefy  Saul's  fate,  and  the  fill  of  his  army,  and  to 
reproach  him  with  his  difobedience.  This  is  evident 
from  the  whole  paflage,  and  is  confirmed  by  the  autho- 
rity of  Eccleftafticus  wh©  fays  that  Samuel  prophefied 
after  his  death,  Tffuugh  the  demon  has  no  power 
whatfoever  oyer  the  fouls,  or  bodies  of  departed  faints, 
it  is  not  inconvenient  that  when  the  demon  was  con  - 
fulted  God  himfelf  fliouid  give  ari  anfwer  by  one  of 
his  prophets,  as  when  the  king  Ochozias  fent  to  confult 
Beelzebub,  the  pretended  God  of  Accaron,  the  prophet 
Elias  was  fent  to  meet  his  meffengers  iftd  announce 
his  death. 

There  are  certain  rules  to  diftinguifh  true,  from  pre- 
tended miracles,  which  though  not  within  the  reach  of 
the  fimple  and  illiterate  parts  of  fociety  (a  ftrong  pre- 
judice againfl  our  innovators)  are  yet  infallible.  The 
firfl  rule.  No  miracles  cein  be  wrought  in  proof  of 
positions  contradicting  each  other,  none  to  invalidate 
truths  already  eftablifhed  by  divine  authority,  becaufe 
God  cannot  contradict  himfelf,  none  to  eftablifh  impie- 
ty or  irreligion  :  this  is  inconfiftent  with  the  fanctity 
of  God.  Second  rule.  True  miracles  muft  furpafs  the 
force  of  mechanical  caufes.  Third  rule.  They  rriutt  be 
wrought  by  the  invocation  of  the  true  God,  and  in 
confirmation  of  fome  truth  propofed  by  him.  The 
moil:  Ample  and  at  the  fame  time  the  rrioft  univerfal  is 
happy  combination  of  circumftances  :  if  it  be  manifeft 
that  the  fact  has  happened  ;  that  it  furpaifes  the  known 
powers  of  natural  agents,  and  mechanical  caufes  ;  if 
the  inftrumental  caufe  be  fincere,  incapable  of  "deceit  ;  if 
it  tends  to  eftablifth  piety  and  fanctity  of  morals,  and  to 
glorify  God  ;  if  it  be  analogus  to  previous  miracles  and 
tending  to  the  fame  end ,  ifitfuftains  the  critical  ex- 
amination of  intelligent  men.  A  fact  accompanied  by 
all  thefe  circumftances  is  manifefily  fupernatural  and 
miraculous.  It  excite*  and  confirms  our  belief  of  re- 
vealed 
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vealed  truths :  for  as  by  natural  effects  We  arrive  at  the 
knowledge  of  natural  truths,  fo  by  fuper natural  effects, 
we  attain  a  knowledge  of  fupernatural  truths.  That 
miracles  have  been  wrought  in  confirmation  of  revealed 
religion  is  evident  from  this  circumfiance,  that  in  re* 
iTealed  religion  there  are  many  fupernatural  truths,  as 
Hie  refurrection  and  afcenfion  of  Jefus  Chrift,  which 
could  not  be  impofed  on  the  credulity  of  the  world 
but  by  fupernatural  means  :  to  believe  thefe,  and 
other,  truths  of  revealed  religion,  we  muft  believe 
that  miracles  were  wrought  in  confirmation  of  thefe 
truths,  which  are  themfeives  miraculous,  and  to  be- 
lieve all  this  without  any  miracle  would  be  of  all  mi- 
racles che  greater!:.  But,  fays  the  Deift,  Chriftians 
now  fee  no  miracles,  and  yet  they  believe  all  thefe 
truths.  It  is  true  they  fee  no  miracles  in  themfeives, 
but  they  fee  them  in  their  effects  ;  and  the  Deift  muft 
be  miferably  blind,  if  he  does  not  fee  them  alfo  :  for 
there  is  no  effect  without  a  caufe,  and  to  pretend  that 
fo  many  nations  renounced  the  Heathen  fuperllitions* 
which  flattered  all  their  paflions,  to  embrace  a  re* 
ligion  fevere  in  its  maxims,  full  of  reftraints,  contradi cl- 
ing all  the  inclinations  of  man,  and  in  which  there  are 
fo  many  myfterious  and  miraculous  truths  propofed, 
without  having  feen  a  miracle  at  all,  is  to  believe  a  molt 
extraordinary  effect  without  any  caufe. 

Miracles  may  be  wrought  by  vicious  men  in  confir- 
mation of  truth,  not  in  confirmation  of  that  fancHty* 
which  they  do  not  poffefs  :  for  though  faith  not  anima- 
ted by  charity  be  dead,  it  may  yet  be  an  inftrument  to 
a  living  power  to  produce  any  effect,  as  a  man  makes 
ufe  of  an  axe.  God  may  therefore  confirm  truths  of 
faith  at  the  invocation  of  a  vicious  man,  but  not 
that  fanctity  which  the  man  has  not,  becaufe  Gocl 
cannot  atteft  a  falfhood. 

In  reply  to  a  number  of  impertinent  quetlions  fuch 
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as  thefe  :  why  fliould  God  fufpend  the  phyfical  laws 
which  he  has  eftablifhed  ?  Why  work  great  miracles 
upon  trifling  occafions  without  a  great  neceflity  ?  Why 
fo  many  repeated  miracles  to  eftabliih  the  fame  truth, 
as  in  the   cafe  of  Balaam.,  of  Gideon,  of  Elias,  of 
Eliftia,  of  Ezechias  ?  It  mufl  be  obferved  that  God  in 
the  creation  cf  the  world  could  have  no  other  object, 
in  view,   but  the  manifeftation  of  his  power,  his  wif- 
dom,  his  goodnefs,  &c.  to  intelligent  Beings  from 
whom,   he   could   exact  his  tribute  of  glory  ;  that 
matter  in  this  vifible  world  is  incapable  of  good  or 
evil,  of  pleafure  or  pain,  of  perfection  or  imperfection  : 
the  polifhtd  diamond  derives  its  value  from  ufe  or  fan- 
cy  :  in  itfelf  it  is  inert  matter,  as  is  the  unpoliflied 
pebble.    The  earth,  the  fea„  the  fun,  the  moon,  all 
the  Heavenly  bodies,  compofed  of  matter  are  incapa- 
ble of  contemplating  any  of  God's  works,  or  paying 
him  any  tribute  of  glory  ;  they  iruft  therefore  have 
been  created  for  intelligent  Beings,  as  a  mean  to  attain 
the  end  which  God  had  in  view  in  the  creation  of  the 
whole;  the  abfoiute  and  relative  poiition  of  all  thefe 
bodies,  and  the  mechanical  laws,  to  which   they  are 
fubfervient,  mult  have  been  eftablifhed  for  the  fame 
end,  hence  if  the  perfection  of  many,  or  even  of  one 
intelligent  Being,  required  a  deviation  from  one  or 
more  of  thefe  laws,  it  was  perfectly  confident  with 
the  original  plan  of  the  Creator  to  pre-difpofc  fuch  de- 
viation for  the  ftated  time.    Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  one  in- 
telligent Being  is  fuperior  to  the  wrhole  rnafs  of  inani- 
mate matter,  and  all  the  claffes  of  irrational  creatures. 
And  fince  the  perfection  of  intelligent  Beings  confifts 
in  moral  rectitude,  and  intellectual  excellence,  if  this 
end  be  not  attainable  but  by  a  deviation  from  accuf- 
tomed  phyfical  laws,  the  deviation-Jim  ft  have  been  pre- 
qifpofed  in  the  plan  of  the  Creator.    That  miracle  ap- 
pears great  to  us,  which  fas  furpaffes  the  power  of 
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vifible  agents,  to  almighty  power  all  miracles  are  equal  2 
no  miracle  is  great  when  omnipotence  is  the  agent  3 
to  open  the  Red  Sea,  to  fufpend  the  motion  of  the 
earth  or  moon,  to  raife  the  dead,  to  exterminate  all 
the  inhabitants  of  the  earth  by  water,  or  fire,  is  not  an 
effort  of  power  for  him,  who  by  an  acl  of  his  will 
gave  exigence  to  all  the  Beings,  which  compofe  the 
univerfe. 

The  effect  of  repeated  miracles  at  the  inftance  of 
Gideon,  of  miracles,  which  God  wrought  for  the  im- 
mediate relief  of  his  fervants,  as  the  feeding  of  Elias 
by  a  raven  in  the  wildernefs,  the  caufing  the  borrowed 
axe  to  fwim,  at  the  prayer  of  Elilha,  of  the  fign  given 
to  Ez;ecrnas,  of  the  many  miracles  in  favor  of  Tobias, 
Daniel  and  others,  was  not  confined  to  them  :  there 
have  been,  are,  and  will  be  millions,  who  believing  thefe 
miracles,  praife  and  glorify  a  God  fo  bountiful,  fo 
eondefcending,  fo  attentive  to  the  wants  of  hisfervants. 
If  the  Atheift  rejects  thefe  facts,  as  fuppofed,  it  is  be- 
caufe  he  does  not  believe  the  author  to  exift ;  if  the 
Deifl  refufe  his  aiTent  it  is  becaufe,  that  Qod  whom 
his  corrupt  life  dimonors,  and  his  impious  tongue  blaf- 
ph ernes,  has  in  punifhment  of  his  crimes  withdrawn 
the  light  of  his  understanding  and  abandoned  him  to  a 
reprobate  fenfe. 

The  miracles  related  of  Balaam  were  wrought  on 
him,  not  by  him,  he  was  the  fubject,  not  the  inftru- 
mental  caufe  ;  they  have  the  fame  tendency  with  the 
other  miracles  related  by  Mofes  to  eftablifh  the  truth  of 
revealed  religion,  moral  rectitude,  intellectual  excel- 
lence ;  the  perfection  of  man,  the  great  end  of  the 
creation. 

Prophefy  is  of  all  proofs  the  molt  unequivocal,  and 
ieaft  liable  to  objection.  That  future  events  may  be 
known  was  univerfally  believed  by  the  Heathen  na- 
tions,  hence  their  augurs  and  foothfayers  were  in  great 
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repute,  and  their  oracles  were  religloufiy  confulted.- 
But  as  all  future  events  dependent  on  indetermined 
caufes  efcape  the  knowledge  of  limited  intelligence^ 
their  knowledge  was  merely  conjectural,  and  their 
oracles  equivocal.  There  is  but  God,  whofe  infinite 
underftanding  fees  the  order  of  all  caufes  to  their  ef- 
fects, and  confequently  all  future  events  in  their  caufes, 
as  alfo  in  themfelves,  who  can  announce  with  the  ut= 
in  oft  certainty  a  future  event  depending  on  the  combi- 
nation of  an  indefinite  number  of  free  and  concurring 
caufes.  Ifaias  fpeaking  of  idols  fays  "  tell  us  future 
events,  and  we  ftiall  know  that  you  are  Gods." 

This  knowledge  of  future  events,  called  prophefy, 
confifts  in  fome  fupcrnatural  illumination  of  the  mind, 
on  which  truths,  to  which  human  knowledge  does  not 
extend,  are  irnpreffed.  As  truth  conveyed  from  the 
teacher  to  the  difciple  is  the  fame  in  both,  prophefy 
being  irnpreffed  on  the  mind  of  the  Prophet  by  pri- 
mary truth,  is  infallible. 

Truths  remote  from  the  knowledge  of  one  man, 
though  known  to  others,  may  be  known  by  the  fpirit 
of  prophefy  ;  truths  intelligible  in  themfelves,  but  not 
to  the  limited  underftanding  of  man,  may  alfo  be 
known,  as  the  myfteries  of  religion,  and  truths  entirely 
remote  from  the  knowledge  of  all  creatures,  becaufe. 
they  are  not  intelligible  in  themfelves,  as  future  con- 
tingencies dependent  on  the  free  determinations  of 
man,  may  be  known  by  the  fpirit  of  prophefy,  thefe  are 
more  properly  its  object. 

There  is  no  limited  underftanding  which  knows  the 
order  of  indetermined  caufes  to  their  effecls,  confe- 
quently no  limited  underftanding,  which  can  foretel  an 
event  depending  on  the  combination  of  fuch  caufes, 
the  fpirit  of  prophefy  is  not  therefore  natural  either  to 
men  or  angels  ;  but  God  being  t:he  firft  author  of  all 
Beings  muft  know  them  before  thev  have  an  exiftence, 
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lie  therefore  knows  all  future  events  and  he  alone  can 
foretel  them. 

To  pretend  that  God  cannot  inftrucl  the  Prophet  in 
truths,  to  which  his  underftanding  cannot  naturally 
extend,  is  abfurd  :  there  is  nothing  more  common  thax* 
to  fee  one  man  teach  another  truths,  of  which  by  any 
exertion  of  his  rrind  unaffifted,  he  never  could  have 
formed  an  idea,  though  the  teacher  can  do  no  more 
than  to  convey  fome  image  by  founds,  or  figns,  with- 
out infufing  any  light  in  his  underftanding,  whilft  the 
Almighty  God  not  only  enlightens  the  underftanding, 
but  increafes  its  powers  of  action,  at  the  fame  time 
that  he  conveys  the  images. 

An  angel  either  of  light,  or  darknefs,  from  its  fupe- 
rior  fagacity,  and  more  extenfive  knowledge,  combin- 
ing circumftances,  may  form  a  ftrong  conjecture  of 
fome  future  event  not  far  diftant,  but  uncertainty  is 
effential  to  conjecture,  there  is  but  infinite  fagacity, 
and  unlimited  knowledge,  which  excludes  conjec- 
ture. 

In  vain  does  the  Deift  think  that  becaufe  feme  events 
were  foretold,  or  rather  threatened  in  the  fcriptures, 
which  did  not  happen,  as  the  death  of  Ezechias,  and 
the  deftruction  of  Nineveh,  that  thefe  were  merely 
conjectural,  anc|  all  others  of  the  fame  nature.  God 
fees  all  future  events  in  themfelves,  as  they  depend  on 
him  for  their  futurity,  and  he  alfo  fees  the  order  of 
ail  caufes  to  their  effects,  and  knows  whether  thefe 
effects  will  be  produced,  or  prevented  by  other  caufes. 
He  faw  that  the  difpofition  of  Ezechias's  body  was 
tending  to  a  dhTolution,  this  truth  he  imprelfed  on 
the  mind  of  the  Prophet,  he  faw  at  the  fame  time, 
that  in  confequence  of  Ezechias's  prayer,  his  death 
would  be  poRponed  for  fifteen  years,  this  he  did  not  at 
that  time  communicate,  he  did  after  ;  the  fame  rea- 
soning is  applicable  to  all  menacesjn  the  fcripture  :  they 
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are  all  conditional,  whether  the  condition  be  expreSed 
©r  implied.  The  crimes  of  Nineveh  deferved  the  de- 
ftruelion  of  the  city,  the  penance  of  its  inhabitants 
faved  it.    The  Ninevites-miderftood  the  prophefy  in  its 

firae  fenfe  as  a  menace. 

It  is  true,  m  many  propheMes  of  the  Old  Teftament 
there  is  great  obfcurity,  and  in  forne,  feeming  contra- 
dictions,  more  particularly  thefe  which  regard  the 
Meffiasy  whpfe  power  and  glory  is  announced  in  ftrong. 
imagery,  and  whofe  humiliations  and  fufFerkigs  is  rela- 
ted in  the  snoft  pathetic  masner.  Power,  majefty,.  and 
glory,  humiliations,  fufferings  and  death,  mull  have  ap- 
peared to  the  Jews  inconiiftent  in  the- fame  perfon,  and 
would  have,  been  foin  fad,  if  in  one  perfon  the  Meffias 
Bad  not  united  the  divine  and  human  nature.  Ano- 
ther caufe  of  obfcurity  was  that,  at  the  fame  time,  events 
ages  diftant,  one  from  the  other,  were  foretold,  as  if 
they  were  to  happen  al  the  fame  time  :  thus  the  de-^ 
itruclion  of  Jerufalem,  and  the  confummation  of  the 
world  feem  confounded.  Many  things  are  faid  of  An- 
tiochus,  which  are  applicable  to  Anti-Chrift,  of  whom 
that  tyrant  was  an  image,  or,  if  you  will,  a  figure  « 
iB-oreover  the  total  ruin  and  deftrucrion  of  the  jew  I  Si 
nation,  their  rejection  and  the  affumption  of  the 
Ikathen  nations  was  foretold,  obfcurity  was  indifpenfa- 
b!y  neccffary,  or  they  would  have  not  only  murdered 
the  Prophets  as.  they  did,  but  alfo  deflroyed  the  fcrip- 
tures.  However  there  are  in  the  Old  Teftament  many 
prophefes  as  intelligible  as  language  can  make  them. 

By  prophefy,  as  by  miracles,  our  faith  is  confirmed  : 
it  is  natural  to  man  to  reafon  from  eftecls  to  caufes,  if 
the  effect  be  fupematural,  the  caufe  muft  be  fo  too, 
other  wife  it  might  be  faid  that  a  natural  caufe  had  pro- 
duced a  ib  per  natural  effect,  which  is  abfurd  in  the  ex- 
treme. Prof  hefy  is  manifeftly  fupematural  ;  to  fore- 
tcl  a  future  event  at  a  diftan:  period  of  time,  refofi- 
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ing  from  different  -combinations  of  an  indefinite  num- 
ber of  free  and  concurring  caufes,  furpaffes  all  the  pow- 
ers  of  nature* 

Prophefy  is  more  effectual  to  oonirm  the  truth  of 
revelation  than '  miracles.  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  a  mira- 
cle is  but  a  momentary  fufpenfion  of  the  eftablifhed 
order,  and  may  be  eluded  by  afcribtng  it  to  magic,  or 
forne  occult  caufes,  but  prophefy  is  permanent  and  cam 
be  afcribed  to  no  power  inferior  to  the  divine.  Hence 
tfiat  invincible  argument  of  the  apologifis  of  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion  againft  the  Heathen  philofophers,  who 
admitting  the  miracles  of  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  upom 
incontrovertible  evidence,  afcribed  them  to  the  pow- 
ers of  Satan.  Was  Chrift,  faid  the  apologias,  a  magi- 
cian before  he  was  born,  to  foretel  all  the  circumftan- 
ees  of  his  life,  ©r  was  it  in  the  power  of  a  magician  to 
foretel  what  has  happened  finee  his  death  ?  To  the 
evidence  of  this  argument  there  is  no  reply,  nor  cart 
the  force  of  k  be  eluded. 

To  determine,  fays  the  Delft,  if  any  religion  be 
founded  on  revelation,  it  is  neceffary  to  examine  mi- 
nutely the  tenets  of  ail  the  different  religions,  whic'k 
contradicleacb  other,  and  pretend  to  miracles,  fuch  an 
examination  requires  a  length  of  time,  intenfe  ftudy,  a 
knowledge  of  many,  if  not  all  different  languages,  an 
intimate  acquaintance  with  the  inhabitants  of  all  differ- 
ent countries,  a  toil  of  which  few,  if  any9  are  capable* 
and  to  which  none  will  fubmit.  This  argument  k 
Miconteftible  againft  the  Deift,  who  believes  nothing 
but  on  the  teftirnony  of  his  eyes,  or  ears,  fo  far  from 
having  any  force  againft  the  Chriftian  it  goes  directly 
to  (hew  the  neceffity  1  of  revelation  ;  fince  reafon  urn* 
sfMed  by  it,  is  incapable  of  conducting  a  man  to  his 
iaft  end.  It  is  not  neceifary  for  the  Chriftian  to  infti- 
tute  this  examination,  or  to  wander  through  different 
nations  i  the  truths  of  revealed  religion  are  found  hi 
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that  revelation,  and  that  they  hive  been  revealed  is  a 
fact,  of  which  there  is  moral  evidence  capable  of  con- 
vincing any  man,  who  reafoas  ;  that  there  can  be  no 
contrary  revelation  is  evident  from  this  fimpie  princi- 
ple, that  God  cannot  contradict,  himfejf,  it  is  ufelefs  to 
viftt  foreign  countries  to  know  if  that  does  exift,  which 
cannot  exift,  he  might  as  well  enquire  if  bread  which 
nourifhes  in  his  own  country,  poifons  elfewhere,  or  if 
dogs  which  run  in  England  fly  in  Spain, 

k  is  not  inconvenient  that  the  prophetic  fpirit  as  well 
as  the  power  of  working  miracles  may  be  fometirnes 
given  to  the  vicious  :  both  the  one  and  the  other  be- 
ing intended  for  the  public  good,  and  a  man  however 
* icious  may  be  an  inftrument  to  ferve  others  as  a  cha- 
ritable rnafter  gives  alms  by  the  miniftry  of  an  impious 
fervant.  Senfaaiity  feems  inconfiftent  with  the  fpirit 
of  prophefy  :  becaufe  it  abforbs  the  mind,  and  renders 
it  fubfervient  to  the  flefh,  other  vices  of  a  fpiritual 
nature,  as  ambition,  vain  glory,  &c.  are  not  fo  oppo- 
fite. 

If  the  fpirit  of  prophefy  be  intended  to  illuftrate  the 
underftanding  of  the  Prophet,  as  alfo  to  inform  the 
public  it  does  not  reft  on  immoral  characters  :  habitu- 
al grace,  which  is  not  granted  to  immoral  men,  en- 
lightens the  underftanding  ;  aclual  graces  only  excite 
and  are  trarifitory. 

We  come  now  to  enquire,  if  any  revelation  be  con- 
tained in  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament  ?  If  the  mo- 
tives of  credibility  be  fufticient  to  induce  a  well-founded 
belief,  that  a  revelation  was  made  ;  and  that  this  reve- 
lation is  in  the  whole,  or  in  part,  contained  in  the  books 
of  the  Old  Teftament  ?  Whether  the  truths  revealed 
be  confident  with  our  notions,  or  furpafs  the  powers  of  t 
our  underftanding,  is  ufelefs  to  enquire  :  becaufe  there 
are  two  truths  evident  to  the  meaneft  capacity  :  that 
God  can  neither  deceive,  nor  be  deceived  is  cue  f  and 
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that,  in  the  range  of  infinity,  there  are  numberlefs 
i  truths,  to  which  the  human  mind  cannot  extend  is  ario-  , 
ther  ;  any  one  therefore  of  thefe  truths  may  be  re- 
vealed by  God,  who  perfectly  knows  them  all.  In  a 
word,  the  leaii  homage  we  can  pay  the  almighty  power 
of  God  is,  to  admit  that  he  can  do,  what  we  cannot 
conceive.  It  is  the  fummit  of  pride,  to  pretend  to 
bound  the  power  of  God  by  our  conceptions. 

That  there  did  exift  forne  ages  ago  a  nation  of  Jews 
is  univerfally  admitted  ;  that  the  nation  pofTeffed  books, 
which  they  believed  to  be  written  by  men  infpired  is 
equally  certain  ;  they  yet  exift  and  they  yet  believe 
their  fcriptures  divinely  infpired,  though  thefe  very 
fcriptures  contain  the  moft  levere  ftrictures  on  the  con- 
duct of  their  anceftors,  and  the  moft  dreadful  menaces 
againft  themfelves.  In  thefe  fcriptures  are  contained 
the  moft  fublime  ideas  of  the  Divinity,  and  of  all  the 
attributes  of  the  Deity  known  to  us  ;  they  alfo  contain 
rules  of  moral  conduct  fuperior  to  all  that  the  Heathen 
philofophers  imagined  :  in  conduct  thefe  philofophers 
refembled  their  children  of  the  prefent  day,  they  were 
Inore  refervedin  their  writings.  This  Jewiih  nation 
firmly  believed  that  their  anceftors  had  been  for  fome  cen- 
turies in  aftate  of  flavery  in  Egypt ;  that  Mofes  had  been 
exprefsly  fent  to  deliver  them  from  their  captivity  5 
and  the  very  laws  delivered  by  Mofes  were  the  public 
laws  of  the  nation,  all  caufes  civil,  criminal,  religi- 
ous and  matrimonial,  were  decided  according  to  thefe 
laws. 

This  law  of  Mofes,  or,  if  you  will,  the  books  in  which 
it  is  contained,  have  fuch  internal  marks  of  the  divi- 
nity of  its  origin,  that  there  is  but  the  moft  blind  ftupi- 
dity,  or  perverfe  obftinacy,  that  can  reftft  them. 
Language  cannot  afford  terms  more  ftrcng  than  thefe, 
by  which  he  expreffes  the  eternity,  the  wifdom,  the 
power,  the  immutability,  the  independence  and  the  felt* 
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exiftence  of  the  Divinity,  Jehova  fignifying  a  Being 
which  poffefTes  independent  exiftence,  the  incommu- 
nicable name  of  God.  Elohim  indicates  his  judicial 
power  and  the  fovereignty  of  his  Being,  El  conveys 
a  particular  idea  of  the  power  of  God«<  El  Sabaetb 
the  God  of  armies  on  whom  the  event  of  battles 
depends.  El  Sadi  the  all-powerful  Being,  The  truth 
the  juftice  the  fan&ity  of  God  in  thefe  terms  of 
Deut.  32.  C.  4.  v,  "  God's  works  are  perfect,  all  his 
ways  are  judgments  :  God  is  faithful  without  any  ini- 
quity, juft,  and  upright."  The  unity,  the  power,  the 
providence  of  God  in  thefe  terms.  V.  19,  "  See  that 
I  am  alone,  and  there  is  no  other  God  befide  me  :  I 
will  kill,  and  enliven,  I  will  ftrikeandl  will  heal,  and 
there  is  none  who  can  reft  out  of  my  hand."  In  the 
original  tex,  /,  I  am  be,  there  is  no  God  with  me.  Am 
ani  hou  ve  ein  elohim  Imadi. 

In  this  law,  the  moil  pious,  the  moil:  tender  fentiments 
of  devotion  are  inculcated,  the  fear  of  a  God  the  avenger 
of  crimes  ;  the  reverence  due  to  Sovereign  Majefty ;  the 
boundlefs  confidence  to  be  placed  in  the  power  and  good- 
nefs  of  God  are  propofed  in  exprefiive  terms.  Deut.  6, 
G*  5  v,  "Thou  malt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with  thy 
whole  heart  and  thy  whole  foul,  and  with  thy  whole 
ftrength.  Thefe  things,  which  I  now  command,  will 
be  in  your  heart,  and  you  will  tell  them  to  your  chil- 
dren, you  will  meditate  on  them  fitting  in  your  houfe, 
and  walking  in  the  way,  lying  and  rifing."  And 
Deut.  10.  C.  12.  v,  "  And  now,  O  Ifrael,  what  is  it 
that  the  Lord  your  God  requires  of  you,  but  that 
3/0 u  mould  fear  the  Lord  your  God  and  walk  in  his 
ways,  that  you  mould  love  him,  and  ferve  the  Lord 
your  God,  with"  your  whole  heart  and  foul ;  that  you 
ihould  obferve  the  precepts  of  the  Lord  and  his  cere- 
monies, which  I  this  day  command  you,  that  it  may 
be  well  with  you  •,«„<•    Do  not  harden  your  necks 
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more  :  becaufe  the  Lord  your  God  is  the  God  of  Gods 
and  the  Lord  of  Lords,  a  God  great,  and  powerful,  and 
terrible,  he  accepts  neither  perfons  nor  gifts  .....  Thq 
Lord  your  God  you  fhall  fear,  and  him  alone  fhall  you 

ferve   He  is  your  praife  and  your  God,  who  has 

done  for  you  thefe  great  and  terrible  things,  which 
your  eyes  have  feen."  The  32  C.  3.  v,  "  Give  Glory 
to  your  God.  God's  works  are  perfect  and  all  his  ways 
are  judgments." 

In  this  law,  the  moft  fublime  perfection  of  man  is 
recommended  and  ftrictly  e*  joined.  Deut.  18.  C. 
13.  v,  "  Y©u  fhall  be  perfect  and  fpotlefs  with  the 
Lord  your  God."  And,  Levi.  19.  C.  2.  v9  "  Be  you 
holy  becaufe  I  am  holy,  the  Lord  your  God." 

In  the  external  rites  and  facrifices,  which  were  order- 
ed, the  greateft  purity  both  of  foul  and  body  was  ftrictly 
enforced  ;  all  fuperftitious  rites,  and  facrifices  to  idols^ 
forbidden  under  the  moft  fevere  penalties. 

The  moral  precepts  of  that  law  enforce  every  focial 
virtue  and  prohibit  every  vice  :    "Thou  fhalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyfelf."    This  precept  is  frequently  re- 
peated in  the  law   ef  Mofes.    Exod.  20.  C.  17.  v, 
<5;  Thou  fhalt  not  covet   thy  neighbour's  houfe,  thou 
fhalt  not  defirehis  wife,  nor  his  fervant,nor  his  maid, nor 
his  ox,  nor  hisafs,nor  any  thing  which  is  his."  Mofes  did 
not  confine  himfelf  to  thefe  general  precepts,  but  to  ob- 
viate thefe  difficulties,  and  prevent  falfe  interpretations, 
he  defcends  to   the   moPt  minute  particulars.  Levit. 
19.  C,  u  Let  every  one  fear  his  father  and  his  mother. 
......    When  you  reap  your  (landing  corn  you  will 

not  cut  to  the  very  furface  of  the  earth,  nor  will 
you  collect  the  remaining  ears,  nor  will  you  collect 
the  bunches,  which  remain  in  your  vineyard,  nor  the 
grains  which  fall,  you  will  leave  them  for  the  poor 
and  for  ftrangers.  I  am  the  Lord  your  God  ;  you^ 
TiHrot/Vo1         a4S  ao£  lie,  you  will  not  deceive  your 

neighbour 


124 


neighbour  You  will  not  calumniate  your  neigh- 
bour, nor  opprefs  him.  The  labour  of  the  mercenary 
will  not  remain  with  you  until  morning.  You  will  not 
curfe  the  deaf,  nor  place  a  (tumbling  block  before  the 
blind.  You  will  not  do  what  is  injuit,  nor  will  you  judge 
againft  equity,  you  will  not  conhder  the  perfon  of  the- 
poor,  nor  honor  the  countenance  of  the  rich.  You 
will  judge  juftly.  You  will  not  be  an  informer  nor 
tale  bearer  amongft  the  people.  You  will  not  ftand 
againft  the  blood  of  your  neighbour.  You  will  not 
hate  your  brother  in  your  heart,  but  publicly  repri- 
mand him.  You  will  not  feek  revenge  nor  will  you 
be  mindful  of  an  injury  from  your  fellow-citizens, 
you  {hall  love  your  friend  as  yourfelf,  I  am  the  Lord." 
Again  in  the  book  of  Deut.  C.  22.  v.  i,  and  feq. 
**  You  will  not  fee  your  brother's  ox  or  his  fheep  ftray- 
ing  and  pafs  it  by,  but  you  will  bring  it  back  to  your 
brother  ;  if  your  brother  be  not  near,  and  that  you  do 
not  know  him,  you  will  bring  them  to  your  houfe,  and 
they  will  remain  with  you,  whilfl  your  brother  feeks 
them,  and  he  will  receive  them.  You  will  do  fo  with 
his  afs,  with  his  garment,  with  every  thing,  whichN 
your  brother  may  lofe,  if  you  find  it,  you  will  not  neg- 
lect it,  as  if  not  pertaining  to  you.  If  you  fee  your 
brother's  afs  or  ox  fail  in  the  way,  you  will  not  pafs  by, 
but  affift  him  to  lift  it."  ..... 

Is  this  the  language  of  an  impoftor  ?  What  man,  who 
has  any  remains  of  reafon,  can  think  him  an  impoftor, 
who  thus  enforces  the  fear,  the  love,  the  reverence  of 
Sovereign  Majefty,  and  all  the  virtues,  which  make 
man  great  and  good  ?  Such  an  impoftor  would  be  a 
more   extraordinary  character  than   Mofes  himfelf. 

The  writer  pafTes  unnoticed  the  errors  of  all  the 
Heathen  philofophers,  and  the  abfurdities  of  the 
different  fyftems  of  religion,  which  prevailed,  and 
continue  to  prevail  in  ail  thefe  unfortunate  countries, 
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which  revelation  has  not  enlightened,  or  which  have 
perverted  revelation  to  their  own  deftruclion. 

Mofes  defcribes  the  creation  in  the  moft  fimple  and 
fatisfactory  manner  :  "  in  the  beginning  God  made 
the  heavens  and  the  earth."  He  then  proceeds  to  re- 
late the  formation  of  certain  parts,  as  the  fun,  the 
ftars,  the  formation  of  the  firft  man  and  his  afliftant 
the  firft  woman  in  a  inofl  beautiful  garden.  Their 
difobedience  to  the  precept  of  the  Creator  and  the 
fatal  confequences  of  .that  difobedience  to  them,  and 
all  their  pofterity. 

As  the  angels  make  a  part  of  the  univerfe,  not  a  fe- 
parate  univerfe,  they  were  created  at  the  fame  time 
with  the  material  world.  The  ruin  of  fome  we  know 
from  revelation  ;  and  the  perfeverance  of  others  in 
their  obedience  and  confequent  exaltation  to  glory. 
Why  that  angel  of  darknefs  called  Satan,  the  adverfa- 
ry,  was  permitted  to  tempt  our  firft  parents  is  a  fecret 
known  to  God,  not  to  us,  why  in  particular  that  difo- 
bedient  Spirit  was  permitted  to  make  the  ferpent  the 
inftrument  of  his  malice  is  equally  unknown  to  us  ;  the 
fact  we  know,  and  its  effects  we  feel. 

It  has  been  afferted  by  fome,  that  the  immortality  of 
the  foul  was  not  known  to  the  jews  before  the  captivity 
of  Babylon,  becaufe  Mofes  does  not  fpeak  of  an  after  life. 
Never  was  affertion  more  groundlefs :  Mofes  might 
have  pafled  it  unnoticed  as  a  truth  publicly  known  by 
all.  It  is  not  neceffay  to  tell  a  man  it  is  day,  when  he 
fees  the  fun  mine.  Yet  he  did  not  :  God  fays  to  him, 
I  am  the  God  of  Abraham,  of  Ifaaq,  and  of  Jacob. 
Thefe  patriarchs  were  therefore  in  exiftence,  for  he  is 
not  the  God  of  non-exifting  Beings  ;  not  their  bo- 
dies :  they  were  crumbled, to  afhes,  and,  if  entire,  God 
would  not  have  called  himfelf  the  God  of  the  dead, 
their  fouls  therefore  muft  have  been  living.  And 
when  the  patriarch  Jacob  was  told  that  his  fon  Jofeph 
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was  devoured  by  a  wild  beaft,  "  I  will/*  faid  he, "  de- 
fend to  him  with  for  row/'  Sheolab.  That  is  to  the 
peace  of  fouls.  £>ueber  in  that  language  fignihesa  grave* 
in  which  he  could  not  think  that  Jofeph's  body  was 
laid,  as  he  thought  him  devoured  by  a  wild  beaft.  And 
what  fignifies  that  fentence  fa  often  repeated  at  the 
deaths  of  the  patriarchs  :  u  He  was  gathered  to  his 
fathers  I9*  Can  it  imply  any  thing  elie  but  that  their 
fouls  were  all  collected,  their  bodies  certainly  were  not : 
Abraham  was  buried  in  Ephron's  £eld  in  the  land  of 
Canaan  and  his  aneeftors  in  Chaldea. 

It  is  true  Mofes  proposed  temporal  rewards  and  pu- 
infhnients  ro  fanclion  the  law*  Thefe  were  better  pro- 
jportioned  to  the  obftinate/and  perverfe  difpolkion  of  a 
great  majority  of  the  jews,  as  in  fpeculative  truths,  the 
means,  of  demonft  ration  ought  always  to  be  proporti- 
oned to  the  under/Handing  of  the  learner.  "  Moreover 
the  Jewifh  law  was  but  preparatory  to  the  Chriilian 
law,  which  was  to  give  it  its  ultimate  perfection,  and 
in  which  rewards  and  punilnments  are  propofed  pro- 
portioned to  its  perfection,  that  is,  Eternal.  In  all 
the  books  of  the  Old  Teilament  the  immortality  of 
the  foul  is  fuppofed  as  a  truth,  of  which,  there  was  no 
doubt,  it  is  faid  that  Efau's  wife  afflicted  the  fpirity 
Rouach  of  Ifaac  and  Rebecca.  Saul  defires  that  Samuel 
might  appear  to  him.  The  prophets  fpeak  of  the  hap- 
pinefs  which  the  jufl  will  enjoy  in  a  future  life  and  the 
torments  of  the  wicked.  In  a  v/ord,  to  pretend  that 
the  Jews  did  not  believe  a  future  life  argues  an  into- 
lerable ignorance  of  their  hiftory.  The  affertion  de- 
serves contempt  not  a  ferious  refutation. 

From  the  order  which  Abraham  received  to  facrifice 
his  fon  Ifaac  and  the  actual  facrifice  of  Jephta's  daugh- 
ter ;  as  alfo  of  the  death  of  Agag  by  the  hands'of 
Samuel  in  prefence  of  the  Lord,  it  would  feem  that  hu- 
man facrifices  were  mtk&tifM  hv  tite  law,  more  parti- 
cularly 
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cularly,  as  it  is  faid  in  Levit.  27.  C  2$.  and  29.  v5 
That  whatever  is  confecrated  to  the  Lord,  whether  man, 

animal  or  field,  mall  not  be  redeemed.   That 

every  thing  fo  confecrated  (hall  die*  Notwathftand* 
ing  thefe  feerning  difficulties  there  is  nothing  fo  ftri&ly 
prohibited  in  the  law  as  human  facrificcs.  Deut.  1 2. 
C.  30.  v.  and  feq.  "  Take  care  mot  to  imitate  them 
(the  Canaanites)  "  they  have  committed  all  the  abo- 
minations which  the  Lord  detefts,  offering  their  ions 
and  their  daughters  to  their  Gods,  and  burning  them 
with  fire. 

With  refpecl:  to  Abraham,  his  obedience,  by  am 
immediate  compliance  with  a  precept  fo  difficult,  was 
made  known  to  the  world,  and  his  faith  s  "  for  he 
hoped  even  againft  hope/'  fays  the  apoflle  to  the  He- 
brews "  knowing  that  God  was  able  to  raife  from  the 
dead.**  Thefe  his  virtues  are  propofed  as  models,  and 
the  facrifice  of  his  fori  was  not  permitted. 

Jephta's  vow  was  indifcreet,  and  precipitate,  and! 
the  obfervance  of  it,  if  he  in  reality  put  his  daughter 
to  death,  which  feems  extremely  probable,  a  deteftable 
acl.  It  is  thought  by  fome  that  he  only  condemned 
her  to  perpetual  celibacy,  which  in  them  times  was  an 
uncommon  facrifice.  Be  that  as  it  will,  the  fcripture 
relates  the  fad,  as  it  does  the  murder  of  Uriah  after 
the  feduclion  of  his  wife,  the  fcandalous  multiplica- 
tion of  Solomon's  wives  and  concubines,  and  feveral 
other  facts,  which  it  fome  times  fevereSy  cenfures,  but 
never  approves,  though  the  authors  are  for  oilier  rea- 
fons  highly  approved- 

Samuel  put  Agag  to  death,  whether  by  his  own 
hand,  or  the  hands  of  others  is  ufelefs  to  enquire  :  he 
was  ordered  by  Agag's  natural  Judge,  who  had  juftly 
condemned  him  :  he  did  not  facrifice  him  for  Samuel 
was  not  one  of  the  prieftly  tribe  ;  but  as  that  tyrant's 
fword  had  made  many  a  childlefs  widow  he  puc  him  to 
death  in  an  exemplary  manner,  la 
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In  the  27.  C.  of  Levi,  there  is  a  diftin&ion  made 
between  things  which  were  offered  to  God  accor- 
ding to  the  mode  of  devoting  them*  If  they  were 
offered  by  a  firnple  vow  Neder,  they  were  redeemable, 
if  by  an  abfolute  confecration  cherem  they  could 
not  be  redeemed.  Animals  ufed  in  facrifice  were  fa- 
crificed  without  redemption,  others  were  confined  to 
the  fervice  of  the  temple,  men  thus  confeerated  were 
confklered  as  dead  in  the  fame,  manner  that  houfes 
and  lands  were,  becaufe  the  men  could  never  be  fet  at 
liberty,  nor  the  houfes  or  lands  return  to  their  former 
proprietors.  In  our  law  language  they  were  in  mort- 
main. 

It  has  been  ftated  by  fome  writers  that  the  Ifrael- 
ites  were  guilty  of  an  act  of  injuftice  in  borrowing 
gold  and  filver  vefTels  and  other  things  from  the  Egyp- 
tians on  the  eve  of  their  departure.  It  might  be  faid 
with  equal  propriety,  that  the  creditor,  who  by  fentence 
of  a  Court,  takes  a  debtor's  moveables'in  payment  of 
a  jufl  demand  is  guilty  ,  of  injuftice  :  the  children  of 
Jacob  had  been  reduced  to  a  {fate  of  llavery  without 
caufe  ;  obliged  to  labour  without  reward,  and  all  the 
fruits  of  their  labours  were  taken  by  the  Egyptians  ; 
God,  the  natural  Judge  of  both  nations,  had  ordered 
payment  in  that  manner,  The  fentence  was  perfectly 
juft,  and  the  execution  free  from  blame  ;  God  as  So- 
vereign Lord  and  difpofer  of  all  things  might  have 
transferred  the  right  of  property  from  the  Egyptians  to 
the  Ifraelites,  and  his  order  is  the  beft  of  all  poilible 
titles. 

The  fublime  morality  of  the  old  law  fliews  the  divi- 
nity of  its  author.  In  the  ceremonial  law  there  is  no- 
thing repreheniible  :  it  was  adapted  to  the  natural  dif- 
pofition  of  the  people.  They  were  extremely  prone  to 
idolatry  at  all  times.  When  Mofes  delayed  a  few  days 
<an  the  mountain,  they  made  a  molten  calf,  the  idol 
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which  the  Egyptians  adored,  and  refolved  to  return 
to  Egypt  under  its  protection.    Exodus  32.  G.  1  v, 
"  Rife,  faid  they,  to  Aaron,  make  us  Gods  to  con- 
duel  us."  .....  .    And  on  the  borders  of  Canaan  they 

formed  the  fame  project.  Numbers  14.  C.  3.  v,  "Is 
it  not  better  to  return  to  Egypt  ?"  V.  4,  "  They 
faid  one  to  the  other  let  us  appoint  a  leader  and  return 
to  Egypt."  In  the  land  of  Canaan  they  wete  always 
addicted  to  idolatry- :  Jofhua  when  dying  reproached 
them  with  it.  Jofhua  24.  C.  14.  v9  "  Now  therefore 
fear  the  Lord  and  take  away  the  Gods,  which  your 
fathers  ferved  in  Mefopotamia  and  Egypt."  It  is  ma- 
nifeft  from  the  prophet  Ezechial,  C.  20.  that  a  ftrong 
propenfity  to  idolatry  always  fubfifted  amongft  the 
jews,  v.  31, c;  You  are  defiled  in  all  your  idols  until  this 
day."  The  ceremonial  law  was  well  calculated  to  check 
this  propenfity.  In  this  law  were  marked  with  the 
greateft  accuracy  the  facrifices,  by  which  they  were  to 
acknowledge  the  fupreme  dominion  of  God  over  all  his 
creatures,  and  their  entire  dependence  on  him  5  the 
tabernacle  and  facred  veffels  folely  appropriated  to  the 
divine  worfhip,  were  capable  of  infpiring  a  due  refpeci 
and  veneration  for  the  Divinity,  and  their  different 
facraments,  by  which  they  themfelves  were  confecra- 
ted  to  the  fervices  of  God,  and  their  priefts  ia 
a  particular  manner,  as  the  public  minifters  of  the 
eflabiimed  worfhip,  were  well  adapted  to  excite  and 
fupport  the  fpirit  of  piety  and  devotion.  And 
from  this  coniecration  to  the  fervice  of  the  Divinity, 
it  was  neceffary  that  in  their  manners  and  cuftoms 
they  mould  be  diftinguifhed  from  the  Heathen  nati- 
ons, amongft  whom  they  were  at  times  obliged  to 
live,  hence  the  diflinction  between  clean  and  unclean 
animals  in  their  food,  and  fome  other  things  in  their 
drefs.  As  to  their  facrifices,  no  religion  cither  true  or 
falfe  can  exift  without  a  facrifice  :  it  is  that  aft  of  re- 
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ligion  by  which  a  man  offering  to  his  God,  a  part 
of  nis  poffeflions,  publicly  acknowledges  by  this  obla- 
tion, that  he  himfeJf  and  all  that  he  poffeffes  is  from 
God  ;  that  God  is  his  firfl  principle  and  laft  end  Add 
to  this  that  the  facrifices  ordered  in  the  old  law  were 
figurative  of  the  great  facrifice  of  the  new  law,  and 
from  their  variety  and  multiplicity  they  ferved  as  bar- 
riers againft  the  many  different  (pedes  of  idolatry,  and 
fuperftition,  to  which  that  people  was  addicted.  It  is 
true  that  in  many  of  the  ceremonial  precepts  of  the 
old  law,  the  reafon  on  which  the  precept  is  founded, 
does  not  immediately  appear,  becaule  the  ceremony 
itfelf  may  have  but  a  figurative  fignification  and  con- 
fequentiy  is  not  founded  on  any  immediate  reafon  in 
itfelf.  This  is  the  great  advantage  of  the  new  law,  that 
all  its  precepts  are  rational,  and  that  the  reafon  of  the 
precepts  immediately  appears.  Hence  St.  Paul  to  the 
Romans,  12.  C.  1.  v,  calls  our  obedience  rational. 
And  St.  Peter,  1.  Epift.  C.  2,  v.  2,  fays,  "  Like  new 
born  children  delire  rational  milk,'5  as  if  he  had  faid, 
having  by  your  profeffion  abjured  the  Heathen  rites, 
which  are  falfe  and  fuperftitious,  and  the  Jewifh  cere- 
monies which  were  merely  figurative,  confine  your 
thoughts  and  denres  to  the  Chriftian  law,  all  the  pre- 
cepts of  which  are  evidently  founded  on  reafon. 

That  the  Jewilh  ceremonies  were  effentialiy  different 
from  the  Heathen  rites  is  evident  from  this,  that  God 
ftricily  forbid  them  to  imitate  the  Heathen  nations  in 
their  mode  of  worfhip.  Deut.  12.  C,  "  Take  care 
that  you  do  not  imitate  thefe  nations  which  are  fub- 
verted  before  you  ;  that  you  do  not  learn  their  cere- 
monies, faying,  as  thefe  nations  worfhipped  their 
Gods  fo  will  I  worlbip,  you  will  not  do  fo  to  the  Lord 
your  God  :  for  all  the  abominations,  which  God  hates 
they  done  for  their  Gods,,  offering  their  fons  and  their 
daughters  and  burning  them  with  fire.  What  I  com- 
mand, 
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mand,  that  only  will  you  do  for  the  Lord  :  you  (hall 
neither  add  nor  diminifh."  And  Levit.  i8-  C,  "  I  am 
the  Lord  your  God.  You  fliall  not  do  according  to 
the  cuftom  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  in  which  you  have 
dwelt,  nor  according  to  the  cultom  of  the  land  of 
Canaan,  into  which  I  am  going  to  introduce  you." 
When  therefore  St.  Paul  fays,Atfs  13.  C  v.  18,  "That 
God  fupportcd  the  manners  of  the  Children  of  Ifrael 
forty  years  in  the  defart."  He  does  not  pretend  that 
God  permitted  them  to  worfhip  him,  as  the  Heathens 
worshipped  their  idols,  but  he  commends  the  patience, 
of  God  in  their  frequent  revolts  to  idolatry,  their  con- 
tinual infractions  of  the  divine  law,  and  their  murmurs 
againfl  himfelf  and  Mofes.  "  The  houfe  of  Ifrael  irri- 
tated me  in  the  wilder  nefs,"  faid  the  Lord  by  Ezechial, 

C.  20,  "jf  hey  did  not  walk  in  my  precepts  <  and 

my  eye  (pared  them."  Nor  did  the  Apoftle  pretend, 
when  he  laid  to  the  Gala  tuns,  C.  4.  v.  3,  ct  We  were 
under  the  elements  of  the  world,"  that  the  Jews  had 
facrifices  and  ceremonies  of  the  fame  nature  with  the 
Gentiles,  but  that  they  were  under  the  law,  which 
promifed  temporal  rewards  to  obedience,  and  threaten- 
ed difbbedience  with  temporal  punifhments.  When- 
ever any  fcience  is  to  be  taught,  the  elements  are  firft 
propoied, hence  the  law*  was  called  by  the  Apoftle  a  peda- 
gogue becaufe  it  mewed  the  way  to  Chriif.  The  ele- 
ments of  the  world,  under  which  the  jews  were,  may 
be  confidered  as  thefe  corporal,  external  and  figurative 
rites  and  ceremonies,  as  their  new  moons,  their  fab- 
baths,  &c.  with  this  effential  difference  between  them 
and  the  Heathens,  that  the  Jews  ferved  God  under 
thefe  elements  of  the  world  according  to  his  orders,  and 
the  Heathens  ferved  thefe  elements  contrary  to  the  ex- 
prefs  command  of  God,  and  the  voice  of  reafon. 

It  is  not  rteoeffary  to  take  a  view  of  the  judicial  law  of 
Mofes  :  it  is  uiiiverfaly  admitted  that  there  never  was 
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a'code  of  laws  fo  fimple,  fo  wife,  fo  equitable,  fo  few  in 
number,  and  wh:ch  fo  effectually  provides  for  every 
poffible  cafe.  All  the  different  relations  of  man  are  fore- 
feen,  and  rules  of  action  prefcribed  ;  for  the  Prince, 
for  his  Judges,  for  fubjects,  as  fuch,  as  members  of 
fociety,  as  fathers,  as  hufbands,  as  friends,  as  enemies, 
as  matters,  as  fervants,  as  acquiring,  poffeffing,  and 
difpoiing  of  real,  or  perfonal  property  ;  punifhments 
are  exactly  proportioned  to  the  enormity  of  offences., 
not  to  be  inflicled  but  by  order  of  the  public  magiftrate 
on  conviction  of  the  criminal,  no  torture  admitted,  no 
confeilion  extorted,  no  difcretionary  powers  vefted  in 
the  magiftrate,  his  authority  clearly  defined,  private 
revenge  ftrictly  prohibited,  equal  juftice  ordered  for  the 
ftranger  as  the  native,  for  the  poor  as  the  rich.  Na- 
tural enemies  as  the  Moabites  and  Amonites  for  ever 
excluded  from  the  public  Councils,  to  prevent  the  fatal 
confequences  of  their  innate  animofity,  though  admit- 
ted to  a  participation  of  the  public  worfhip  leaft  it 
fliould  be  thought  that  they  were  excluded  from  falva- 
tion  more  friendly  nations,  as  the  Egyptians,  and  the 
Children  of  Efau,  to  be  admitted  not  only  to  a  (hare 
of  the  public  worfhip,  but  into  the  Councils  of  the 
nation  at  the  third  generation.  Marriages  with  idola- 
trous women  forbidden,  more  particularly  with  the 
Canaanites,  and  others,  who  were  obftinately  attached 
to  idolatrous  fuperftition,  and  from  whom  the  danger 
of  reduction  was  greater,  marriages  with  other  ftran- 
gers  was  allowed  and  indeed  with  all,  in  cafe  they  ab- 
jured idolatry  and  conformed  to  the  jewifh  worfhip. 

The  writer  paffes  unnoticed  the  filly  arguments  of 
fome  modern  writers,  who  through  the  vanity  of  ap- 
pearing well  veried'in  the  fcriptures,  which  they  never 
read,  and  which  if  they  did  they  cannot  underftand, 
take  from  the  writings  of  men  of  real  fcience  certain  ob- 
jections, which  are  propofed  and  foived  by  the  authors 
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for  the  fake  of  elucidation,  and  propofe  them  to  igno- 
rant people  as  the  fruits  of  thsir  own  deep  researches, 
If  men  of  feience  mewed  a  proper  contempt  of  fuch 
fcribblers,  it  might  check  their  vanity,  and  though 
they  themfelves  may  be  incurable,  it  might  reftrain 
others  from  imitating  them  ;  but  when  a  man  a  11  lim- 
ing the  title  of  Prelate  undertakes  to  give  an  anfwer,  to 
a  low,  ignorant  and  fcurrillous  buffoon,  it  ftamps  % 
fort  of  refpectability  on  the  blockhead,  feeds  his  va* 
nity,  and  encourages  him  to  continue.  ^ 

We  are  now  to  enquire  whether  the  old  law  w 
of  divine  inftitution  attefted  'by  miraculous  works, 
that  is,  whether  Mofes  and  Jofhua  wrought  miracles 
in  confirmation  of  the  truths,  which  they  taught  or 
not.  It  may  not  be  amifs  previoufly  to  examine  the 
force  ofthefe  motives  of  credibility,  on  which  opinions 
are  founded,  and  alfo  thefe  motives,  which  extort  the 
aftentof  the  understanding. 

The  affections  of  the  mind  are  known  by  the  impref- 
fion,  which  refults  from  them,  and  is  abfolutely  infe- 
parable  from  them  :  they  are  of  two  kinds  :  thefe 
which  have  no  reference  to  external  objects ,  as  joy 
and  fadnefs,  thefe  are,  by  logicians,  called  paffions  ;  and 
thefe,  which  have  an  immediate  reference  to  fome  ex- 
ternal object,  and  are  conveyed  to  the  mind  through 
the  organs  of  fenfe,  as  the  impreflion  of  founds,  of  co- 
lours, &c.  thefe  are  called  fenfations.  Thefe  latter  in- 
fallibly atteft  the  ftate  of  the  mind,  but  the  judgment, 
which  is  formed  of  the  external  object,  in  confequence 
of  the  impreflion  on  the  mind,  may  be  falfe.  Thus, 
though  a  man  at  a  diftance  may  miftake  a  flieep  for 
a  dog,  he  cannot  miftake  that  the  object  has  made 
an  impreflion  on  his  mind  ;  the  miftake  lies  in  attribut- 
ing the  impreflion  to  a  dog  which  is  an  imaginary  ob- 
ject, not  to  the  ftieep  which  is  the  real  object. 

Truth  in  general  confifts  in  the  agreement  of  the  at- 
tribute 
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tribute  of  any  proportion  with  its  fubjecL  Thus,  in 
this  proportion, "  man  is  mortal"  the  idea  of  mortali- 
ty, the  attribute  of  the  proportion,  is  perfectly  confid- 
ent with  the  idea  of  man,  which  is  the  fubjecl  of  the 
propofition  ;  and  of  courfe  falihood,  which  is  the  nega- 
tion of  truth,  is  manifeft  from  the  difagreement  of  thefe 
ideas.  Thus,  this  proportion,  <c  a  man  is  a  horfe"  is 
.manifeftly  falfe,  becaufe  the  idea  of  a  horfe  does' not 
coincide  with  that  of  a  man.  Evidence  confifts  in  a  clear 
perception  of  the  agreement  of  thefe  ideas.  That  propo- 
rtion is  evidently  true,  in  which  the  idea  of  the  attribute 
is  clearly  perceived  to  be  confident  with  the  idea  of  the 
fubjecl:.  As  this  proportion,  "  God  is  immortal"  And 
that  propofition  is  evidently  falfe,  in  which  the  idea  of 
the  fubjecl:  excludes  that  of  the  attribute,  as  this  propo- 
rtion u  God  is  mortal"  hence  all  judgments  founded  on 
evidence  are  infallibly  true  ;  errors  are  founded,  not 
on  evidence,  but  on  the  fupportion  of  evidence  :  thus 
a  man  thinks  a  propofition  evidently  true  though  he 
has  not  a  clear  perception  of  the  fubjecl  or  attribute  of 
the  propofition  and  confequently  cannot  determine 
whether  they  agree  or  difagree,  the  affertion  may  be 
true,  but  made  by  him  it  is  a  mere  conjectural  opinion* 

There  are  many  truths,  which,  though  not  founded 
on  evidence,  are  evidently  credible.  Thus  for  exam- 
ple, tc  London  is  a  capital  city."  The  propofition  is 
not  evident,  but  it  is  evidently  credible  becaufe  it  is 
founded  on  the  teftimony  of  many  witneftes.  Truths 
like  this,  which  are  founded  on  the  teftimony  of  man, 
are  faid  to  have  moral  evidence. 

Truths  founded  on  the  mechanical  laws,  by  which 
the  material  world  is  governed,  are  faid  to  have  phy Il- 
eal evidence,  thus,  by  the  law  of  gravitation,  a  (tone, 
if  not  fupported,  will  fall  towards  the  attracting  centre. 
From  the  interference  of  either  vifible,  or  invifible 
agents,  temporary  fufpenfions  of  fome  mechanical  laws 
may  be  effected.  That 
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That  there  are  bodies,  and  many  in  the  material 
world,  though  not  evident,  is  evidently  credible  :  no 
man  ever  ferioufly  difbelieved  it:  the  arguments  offered 
by  Torn e  writers  againft  the  exiftence  of  bodies,  only 
argue  the  vanity  of  the  men,  affecting  to  acquire  fame 
by  the  Angularity  of  their  opinions.  All  men  naturally 
believe  that  there  are  bodies,  this  judgment  is  the  na- 
tural effect  of  the  impreffions  on  their  minds  through 
the  organs  of  fenfe  ;  and  as  God  is  the  author  of  this 
impreflion,  he  is  alfo  the  author  of  the  judgment  ne- 
ceffarily  connected  with  it.  To  pretend  that  he  is  the 
author  of  falfhood  is  blafphemy. 

The  certainty  of  any  proportion  depends  on  its  con- 
nection with  the  motive,  which  induces  a  belief  of  the 
proportion  :  to  put  the  proportion  beyond  all  doubt, 
the  motive,  which  induces  the  belief,  muft  be  infalli- 
ble in  itfelf,  and  manifeftly  connected  with  the  propor- 
tion. 

Proportions  founded  on  evidence  are  faid  to  be  me- 
taphyrcally  certain. 

Proportions  founded  on  the  mechanical  laws  are  faid 
to  be  phyrcally  certain. 

And  thefe  depending  on  the  teftimony  of  man  arc 
faid  to  be  morally  certain. 

The  intelligent  world  is  fubject  to  certain  general 
laws,  as  the  material  world  is,  with  this  difference,  that 
in  the  material  world  all  the  Beings,  which  compofe  it, 
are  blind  caufes,  and  are  of  courfe  determined  to  pro- 
duce their  effects  by  the  prime  mover  ;  their  effects  in 
rmilar  circumftances  are  invariably  the  fame  ;  they  are 
faid  t©  be  under  a  phyfcai  neceffity  ;  intelligent  caufes 
have,  within  themfelves,  a  power  of  determination, 
they  do  not  at  all  times  act  according  to  the  whole 
force  of  agency,  or  power  of  action,  which  they  poffe.fs, 
as  the  former  do,  hence,  though  in  funilar  circumftan- 
ces they  do  not  always  produce  fimilar  effects  \  yet 
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there  ate  certain  general  rules,  which  they  invariably 
obferve,  in  thefe  cafes  they  are  laid  to  be  under  a  moral 
neceffity.  Thus,  it  is  morally  certain  that  a  prudent 
fober  man  will  not  murder  an  only  child  ;  indeed  it  is 
morally  certain,  that  he  will  not  be  guilty  of  murder  at 
all  ;  it  is  alfo  morally  certain  that  an  upright  Judge 
will  not,  at  the  lofs  of  his  reputation^  pronounce  a  fen- 
tence  manifeftly  contrary  to  law. 

In  particular  cafes  phyfical  and  moral  certainty  are 
nearly  of  equal  force :  it  is  phyfically  certain  that  water 
in  a  river  will  not  revert  againft  the  current,  there  is  a 
diftant  pollibility  of  its  being  compelled  by  an  invifible 
power,  there  is  alfo  a  diftant  poflibiiity  of  prudence 
and  equity  forfaking  the  upright  Judge  at  that  critical 
juncture,  when  he  pronounces  a  fentence  manifeftly 
iniquitous.  There  is  no  probability  of  either  ;  but  the 
latter  is  more  improbable  than  the  former,  becaufe  'a 
momentary  fufpenfion  of  any  mechanical  law  is  not  in- 
confident  with  any  attribute  of  the  Divinity,  whereas 
to  concur  directly  or  indirectly  to  iniquity  is  incom* 
patible  with  fanclity.  If  then  even  in  particular  cafes 
moral  certainty  be  of  greater  force  than  phyfical,  there 
are  certain  cafes,  in  which  the  teftimony  of  witneffes  to- 
tally invalidates  any  arguments,  which  may  be  drawn 
from  mechanical  laws,  and  amounts  to- what  logicians 
call  a  metaphyseal  certainty,  which  is  abfolutely  incapa- 
ble of  falfhood.  Thefe  are  the  cafes  in  which  the 
teftimony  of  witngfies  is  indifpenfably  neceffary  for  the 
fupport  of  order  and  the  eftablifhment  of  religion,  this 
teftimony  is  founded  on  the  laws  of  Providence,  and  is 
warranted  by  the  wifdom  and  veracity  of  God,  which 
can  neither  deceive  nor  be  deceived. 

That  moral  certainty  is  founded  on  the  difpofltion 
of  Providence  is  manifeft  from  this,  that  fociety,  of 
which  God  is  the  author,  and  governor,  cannot  fubfift 
without  it.    By  the  teftimony  of  witneifes  we  know 
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aur  Magiitrates, our  iuperiors,  our  very  parents  are 
not  otherwife  known  to  us.  Ail  the  different  fcien- 
ces  are  dependent  on  moral  certainty.  The  mechanic, 
the  chymift,  the  alb'onorner,  the  navigator,  rnuft  reft 
his  hopes  on  the  teitirnony  of  others.  There  is  no 
mathematical  demonftration,  to  which  jthe  mind  of 
man  more  firmly  adheres*  or  more  readily  a.ffents, 
than  to  this  truth,  dependent  on  the  teftimony'of  wit- 
$effes,  that  Quebec  vvas  taken  from  the  French  by 
Great-Britain.  To  deny  this  truth/argues  fqme thing 
more  than  ftupidity,  that  is  a  perverfe  obftinacy  of 
the  will  :  hence  to  reject,  truths  founded  on  moral 
evidence  is  more  abfurd,  and  inexcufahle,  than  to 
deny  mathematical  demonftration  ;  the  latter  may  be 
the  effect  of  mere  ftupidity,  the  former  refults  from  a 
depravity  of  heart, 

Agsinit  a  fact  founded  on  moral  evidence  no  me- 
taphyfical  arguments  are  admiiliblc.  This  is  an  axiom 
arftongtt  Philofophers,  becaufe  it  is  impoffible  that  a 
fact  Hiould  happen  and  not  happen,  and  it  is  equally 
Impofiible  that  the  fact  mould  be  morally  certain  if  it 
did  not  happen,  all  reafoning  to  the  contrary  is  ufe- 
lefs.  Moral  evidence  therefore  cannot  be  invalidated 
by  any  arguments  drawn  from  mechanical  laws :  a 
facT  cannot  be  fupported  by  moral  evidence  if  it  lias 
not  happened  ;  and  if  it  has,  it  is  ridiculous  to  pre- 
tend any  impoffibility*  To  conclude  that  any  fact  is 
founded  on  moral  certainty,  we  muft  enquire  if  the 
fact  be  poilible  :  nothing  can  induce  a  wife  man  to 
affect  to  an  impoffibility  ;  but  if  neither  the  poflibility 
nor  impoffibility  of  the  fact  be  manifeft,  from  the 
teftimony  of  man  we  muft  conclude  the  poftibility  ; 
the  fufpicion  of  impofllbility  is  not  fafneient  to  inva- 
lidate moral  evidence,  it  only  argues  the  weaknefs  of 
our  underfbinding.  The  facf  mule  be  related  by  fe- 
deral witoelUs,  who  were  not  themfelves  deceived 
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tior  can  any  motive  be  affigned  why  they  fhould 
combine  or  confpire  td  deceive  others.  The  meie 
fufpicion  of  a  diliailt  pollib  lity  of  deception  is  no  ar« 
gument  at  all.  Thus  in  every  individual  there  is  a 
poffmiiity  of  deception.  He  may  deceive  or  he  may  be 
deceived,  thence  to  infer  that  a  number  of  witneffes 
may  be  deceived  is  ridiculous  It  is  that  fallacy  which 
Logicians  call  a  conclufion  from  a  particular  to  a  gene« 
fal  fenfe.  As  if  becauie  a  foldier  h  not  able  to  ftorm  & 
Fort,  an  army  could  not  do  it. 

If  the  fact  be  momentous,  it  mud  be  connected 
wuh  other  public  facts*  and  known  monuments,  ad* 
mitted  by  thofe,  who  are  inimical,  or*  if  contradict:  d9 
the  variety  arid  futility  of  their  opp -{ition  muft  be 
lliewn  •  finally,  if  the  fact  be  of  ancient  date,  it  mull 
be  tranfmitted  by  witneffes  in  regular  fuceeffion  from 
the  very  time  the  fact  has  happened,  any  f  <ct 
vefted  with  t.hefe  conditions  is  incontrovertible.  To 
contradict  it  argues  an  infu  per  able  fund  of  impudence, 
and  to  attempt  by  reafoning  to  difabufe  an  ignorant 
or  impudent  fcribbler  is  folly.  Thus  for  example,  a 
man  who  under  pretence  that  ancient  facts  are  m  t 
fo  certain  now  as  they  were  formerly,  would  deny 
the  exigence  of  Julius  C  ceftr,  or  Alexander  the 
Great,  would  deferve  a  place  in  Bedlam,  not  a  ferious 
refutation*  "Whilft  the  motives  of  credibility  continue 
the  fame,  the  certainty  is  the  fame,  and  we  at  thi& 
day  are  as  well  allured  of  the  exiftence  of  Julius  Csefar 
is  we  are  of  the  exiftence  of  Bonaparte — on  the  credit 
of  witneffes  we  know  both  the  one  and  the  other. 

A  fact  veffecl  with  the  conditions  which  have  been 
already  marked,  muft  be  founded  in  truth  :  it  can- 
not be  the  work  of  man  to  deceive  the  world  :  no 
man  has  any  fuch  power,  and  it  is  inonfiftent  with 
thetiivine  nature  to  be  the  author  of  univerfal  de- 
ception, or  even  to   countenance  it,  which  muft  be 
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the  cafe,  if  Providence  did  not  furmflb  any  means  of 
detecting  the  deceit ;  it  is  true,  the  inipreiTion  made  by 
any  fad  is  ftronger  on  the  mind  of  the  fpectator, 
than  on  any  other  perfon,  hut  the  conviction  on  his 
underftandin*  is  equal,  the  irapreffion  of  terror,  of 
j oy,  or  any  other  pafiion,  diminifhes,  but  the  convic- 
tion of  the  fact  is  unalterable,  the  impn  ffions of  ter- 
ror excited  by  the  cruelty  of  Nero  is  effaced,  it  no, 
longer  fob  lifts  ;  but  that  Nero  was  a  fanguinary 
tyrant  is  uiiiverfaily  believed  and  will  until  the  end  of 
time, 

Bcfides  thefe  moiives,  which  exclude  a  poilibiHty 
of  deception,  there  are  many  others  on  which  opinions, 
are  re  a  (on  ably  founded.  The  teftimpry  of  a  man  o£ 
known  probity:  wl  o  has  no  motive  to  deceive,  is 
fuScient  to  found  a  highly  probable  opinion  of  any 
fact.  Even  ihe  opinions, of  men  of  real  fcience,  wher  e, 
pre] u  lice  doe£  not  interfere,  have  great  weight,  and 
ir  the  onii  ions  of  many  coincide,  they  form  a  ftrong 
probability  of  the  truth  of  any  aflertion  when  the 
wifehood  does  not  appear.  In  experimental  philofophy. 
and  aftronomy  the  opinions  of  great  mafters  are  fome- 
limes  afifumed,  as  principles  ;  nor  is  any  man  allowed 
to  deviate  from  them  without  affigning  fufficient  rea- 
ibns,  the  fame  practice  is  obferyed  in  court  *  of  law  : 
former  dediions  founded  on  the  opinions  of  men  of 
eminence,  ferve  as  precedents  :  the  writer  palTes  un- 
noticed thefe  opinions,  which  the  unlearned  borrow 
from  others  without  difcufiion,  of  wh'.ch  they  are 
incapable.  l.hefe  reft  folely  on  the  authority  of  the 
firft  author.  If  they  be  inconfiftent  with  the  received 
opinions  of  the  public,  the  preemption  is  againft: 
them,  the  proof  lies  on  the  author,  if  it  appear  that 
prejudice,  pailion,  precipitation  or  intereft,  was  the 
fpring,  or  the  author's  inducement  to  conteft  the  re- 
ceived opinions,    the  prefumption  againft  him  a* 
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mounts  to  pofitive  proof.  The  credit  given  to  fuch 
opinions  is  unwarrantable,  and  they  who  adhere  to' 
them  are  inexcufable. 

Allthefe  judgments,  which  are  founded  on  motives 
of  probability  are  but  opinions  fubject  to  diicuilion: 
Judgments  founded  on  motives  m  themfeives  certain 
and  manifeftly  connected  with  theiry,  are  not  in  the* 
clafs  of  opinions,  they  exclude  the  poffibility  of  decep- 
tion, difcuflion  may  ferve  to  iiiuftrate  bat  cannot  in- 
validate them.    -  ; 

Having  taking  this  curfory  view  of  the  motives 
whidkfound  our  unerring  judgments,  and  our  opini- 
ons fubjecl  to  error,  the  writer  now  proceeds  to  ex- 
amine, whether  we  have  motives  of  credibility TufRci- 
ently  ftrong  to  Tupport  a  reafonable  and  well-founded 
belief  that  the  law  of  Mofes  was  of  Irvine 'Authority  ; 
in  other  words  did  IvIofeS  authenticate  his  million  ?■ 
Did  he  by  miraculous  works  attell  and  demonftrate  to 
the  Children  of  Ifrael  that  he  was  Tent  by  God  ?  And 
have  we  fufficient   reafon  to  believe  it  ?  Miraculous 
works  are  known,  as  other  facts  are,  by  the  teflimony 
of  their  lenfes  to  thefe,  who  are  prefent  ;  and  by  the 
teftimony  of  witneffes  to  all  others.    Thus  for  exam- 
ple, the  r  efurrection  of  a  dead  man  is  known  to  thefe 
who  are  prefent  by  the  teftimony  of  their  !fenfes. 
They  fee  the  man  dead,  they  feel  him  cold,  they 
fmell  the  cadaverous  odour  of  putrefaction.  The  fact 
is  unqueflionable  ;  again  they  fee  him,  at  the  wiirof 
another,  rife,  they  hear  him  fpeak,  they  feel  him 
warm,  they  converfe  with  him,  they  eat  with  him, 
this  fact  is  equally  incontrovertible  as  the  -former ; 
that  a  man  who  was  dead  and  lives  again  5  has  been 
raifed  from  the  dead  is  abfolutely  certain  ;  and  that 
he  could  hot   be  raifed  by  any  fecondary  caufe,  ac- 
cording to  any  mechanical  law,  is  equally  certain  : 
for  though  Nature-  may  produce  life  in  a  fcetus  pre* 
'  difpofed 
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difpofed  according  to  the  efhblimed  order,  it  cannot 
produce  life  in  a  dead  body,  in  which  every  difpoii- 
tion  to  life  is  extinct,  and  which  is  tending  to  pu- 
trefaction. The  miracle  therefore  may  be  coirfidered 
as  refulting  from  two  facls,  which  are  natural,  and 
thefe  facts  imift  be  known,  as  all  others  are,  by  tefti- 
mony. 

That  Mofes  did  exiil  ;    that  he  conducted  the 
children  of  Ifracl  from  Egypt  ;  that  he  taught  the 
ceremonies  and  rites  of  the  Jewifh  worfhip  ;  that  he 
affumedthe  whole  tribe  of  Levi  as  mimfters  of  religion, 
and  confined  the  office  of  high  Prieft  to  Aaron  and 
his  posterity  exclusively,  are  facis  of  public  notoriety, 
Vvhich  the  whole  jewifh  nation  at  all  times  believed, 
and  which  they  continue  to  believe,  and  which  the 
whole  Chrifiian  world  believes  ;  no  fact  either  ancient 
or  modern  is"  better  eftablifhed.    That  he  wrought 
the  moil  fiupendcus  prodigies  in  Egypt,  and  during 
the  fpace  of  forty  years   in  the  wilder  nefs,  is  believed 
in  the  fame  manner,  a  particular  defcription  of  thefe 
prodigies  is  contained  in  the  very  books,   which  de- 
fer! he  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  their  religion,  the 
public  laws   of  the  land,  by    which  all  judicial  pro- 
ceedings were  determined,  the  authentic  records  of 
all  their  rights  and  poffeflions  ;  thefe  books  were 
written  and  published   at  the  very  time  in  prefence 
of  an  army  of  fix  hundred  and  fifty  thoufand  fighting 
men,  and  an  immenfe  body  of  people,  who  were 
witneffes  to  thefe  prodigies,  without  any  contradic- 
tion or  fufpicion  of  deception  ;  thefe  bowks  were  then 
given  to  the  public  minifters  of  religion,  and  to  all 
the  Eiders  of  Ifrae!,  with  an  exprefs  order,  that  on 
the  feventh  year  at  the  great  fefiivaj  of  the  Taberna- 
cles, when  all  the  people  were  affembled,  men,  wo- 
men, and  children,  they  mould  be  read  in  their  hear- 
J,  *fi  that,"  Cud  Mofes,  Deut.  31,  Chap.  *  hearing 
1  •  they 
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may  learn  and  fear  the  Lord  your  God."  And  as  i'<; 
was  impoflible  for  Mofes  to  impofe  on  fuch  a  body  of 
people,  and  perfuade  them  to  believe  that  they  had 
feen  all  the  prodigies  which  were  wrought,  if  they 
had  not  feen  them  ;  that  they  had  feen  the  earth  open 
and  devour  Cori.  Dathan  and  Abiron,  the  fire  ifme. 
from  the  Tabernacle  and  confume  two  hundred  and 
fifty  men,  the  accomplices  of  their  crime,  that  they 
themfelves  had  been  forty  year!  in  the  defert,  that  their 
cloaths  were  not  worn,  nor  their  fhoes  grown  ol^  ; 
that  they  did  not  eat  bread  nor  drink  wise  nor  beer  ; 
Deut.  29  Chap.  1  v.  The  immenfe  number  of  copies 
given  to  the  Levites  and  all  the  Elders  with  this  order 
to  have  them  read  in  prefence  of  all  the  people  on  the 
feventh  year  precluded  every  pofiibility  of  deception 
and  interpolation  in  future. 

A  diflerfcation  on  the  miracles  wrought  by  Mofes, 
by  Jofliua,  and  the  other  Prophets,  in  detence  of  eac  h 
in  particular,  is  totally  unneceffary  :  they  all  tend  o 
the  fame  end,  that  is,  to  eftablifh  the  truths  of  re* 
vealed  religion,  to  infpire  fiablime  ideas  of  the  God* 
whom  we  adore,  and  enforce  obedience  to  his  precepts. 
No  contradiction,  no  difcordance,  though  wrought 
at  different  periods  of  time,  in  different  counti  ;:fes, 
and  by  different  men,  they  have  all  the  fame  tenden- 
cy ;  their  coincidence  forms  a  fort  of  proof  agaii'il 
which  impiety  declaims  in  vain. 

That  ibme  have  been  deceived  is  admitted  ;  that, 
fome  impofiors  have  fuppofed  miracles  intentionally 
to  deceive  others,  is  equally  true  ;  but  that  of  all  the 
miracles  related  by  Mofes  and  the  1  rochets  not  one 
has  been  real  ;  that  of  all  thefe  Prophets  fo  eminent 
for  piety,  not  one  has  been  fincere  ;  that  all  the  wit- 
neffes  who  attefted,  and  all  the  men  of  fcience  who 
believed  them,  have  been  impoftors  or  dupes  is  an  atier- 
tion,  which  furpaffes  impudence,  which  no  man  would 
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dar*  to  make,  who  has  any  remains,  not  fimply  of  no* 
defty,  but  even  of  common  fenfe  or  common  honeily  ; 
and  if  it  be  admitted  that  any  one  of  thefe  miracles  was 
wrought,  impiety  falls  defencelefs  :  beciufe  it  is  im- 
poflibie  that  God  by  an  immediate  effect  of  his  Al- 
mighty  Power  mould  artefl  a  falfehood. 

But  after  all,  fays  the  Deift,  If  Pharaoh  and  the 
Egyptians  faw  the  Prodigies  wrought  by  Mofes  why 
did  they  not  believe  them  ?  Why  did  they  perfift  in 
refufing  to  permit   the  Children  of  Ifrael  to  depart? 

The  fpirit  of  intereft  blinded  them;  the  immerife 
advantages,  which  they  obtained  from  the  labour  and 
induftry  of  a  numerous  people,  which  they  could  not 
prevail  on  themfelves  to  renounce,  whilft  there  was  the 
inoft  diftant  hope  or  even  poflibilityof  retaining  them; 
This  appears  from  the  fupplications  and  promifes  to 
Mofes  during  the  continuance  of  the  public  calamity, 
and  their  refufal  to  perform  thefe  promifes  as  foon  a$ 
the  calamity  ceafed.  "  1  have  finned/5  faid  Pharaoh, 
y  even  now,  the  Lord  is  jufl  ;  I  and  my  people  ans 
impious  ;  pray  to  the  Lord  that  the  thunder  and  hail 
may  ceafe,'*  Exodus  9  Chap.  27  and  28  v;  Yet  after  the 
teffation  of  that  terrible  plague,  the  fpirit  of  intereft 
inducing  them  to  believe  that  it  might  have  been 
fome  unufual  accident  he  refufed  to  difmifs  them. 
However  afrer  the  death  of  the  firft  born,  "  Pharoah 
calling  Mofes  and  Aaron  at  twght,  fays,  arife  and  de- 
part from  amongft  my  people,  you  and  the  Children 
of  Ifrael  ;  go  and  facrifice  to  your  God  as  you  fay 

,  and  going  blefs  me  :  the  Egyptians  prefled 

the  people  to  depart  quickly,  faying,  we  mall  all  die.'* 
Chap  12,  v.  31,  yet  fo  great  was  the  obflinacy  of 
Pharaoh  and  his  people,  and  fuch  the  blindnefs  o£ 
underftanding  produced  by  the  fpirit  of  intereft  and 
defire  of  domination,  that  notwithstanding  all  the 
calamities  they  had  endured*  when  they  faw  the  ChiU 
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dfen  of  Ifrael  on  their  way,  to  return  no  more,  they 
regretted  the  permiflion  which  had  been  extorted 
from  them.  "  The  King  of  the  Egyptians  was  told 
that  the  people  fled]  and  Pharaoh's  heart  and  the 
heart  of  his  fervants  was  changed,  and  they  faid  : 
what  have  we  done  to  difmifs  the  Children  of  Ifrael 
from  fervhigus  r"    Exodus  14th  Chap.  5th  v. 

The  obftinacy  of  the  Egyptians  ,  was  riot  greater 
than  that  of  our  modern  .Deiits,  who,  though  they 
do  not  fee  thefe  prodigies  in  themfelves,  as  tlie 
Egyptians  did,  fee  them  in  their  effects,  with  an  ad- 
ditions? prodigy,  which  the  Egyptians  did  not  lee,  a 
prodigy  the  more  capable  of  convincing  the  under- 
Handing,  as  it  is  rufejetfc  to  no  pofBble  ilidfioh,  that 
is,  the  con  verfion  of  the  world  according  to  the  ex- 
prefs  prediction  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  the  literal  ac* 
complifhment  of  many  other  prophecies  contained  in 
the  New  Teftament,"  and  written  at  a  time  when 
every  thing  con  f pi  red  to  extinguiih  Chriftianity,  when 
the  doctrines  of  Chriflianity,  andChrittiansthemfelves. 
were  in  public  execration  ;  if  then  the  fpirit  of  pride 
and  infidelity,  Minds  the  Dei  ft  fo  far  as  to  induce 
him  to  fefufe  Els  affent  to  truths  eitablifhed  beyond 
the  pofiibility  of  doubt,  by  palpable  evidence,  mani- 
f eft  as  the  Sun  at  mid-day,  why  mould  it  appear  fun* 
prihng,  that  the  fame  fpirit  of  infidelity,  united  to 
the  fpirit  of  intereft,  blinded  the  Egyptians. 

To  fuppofe  that  natural  caufes,  acting  according  to 
mechanical  laws,  could  produce  the  ftupendous  pro- 
digies related  id  the  book  i>f  Exodus5  and  other  books 
of  the  old  law,  is  ridiculous  in*  the  extreme".  Mofes 
lifts  up  the  rod,  which  he  held  in  his  hand  and  im- 
mediately a  torching'  wind  blows  a  whole  day  and 
night,  and  in  the  morning,  the  wind  collects  and 
brings  with  it  locutrs  in  fuch  numbers  that  they 
covered  the  furface  of  the  ground,'  deftroying  every 
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thing.    Exodus  10.  chap.  Was  the  elevation  of  a  rod 
a  fufficient  caufe  to  produce  fuch  an  effect  ?  With 
the  fame  facility,  on  Pharaoh's  promife  of  obedience, 
a  wefterly  wind  is  raifed,  collects  all   thefe  locufts, 
an d  f weep 3  them  into  the  Red  Sea,  not  one  remain- 
ing behind.    Are  the  winds  fubjecl  to  man's  com- 
mand ?  Or  how  did  the  wind  fo  carefully  collect  the 
locufts  that  not  one  was  left  behind  ?  What  natural 
caufe  can  be  affigned  for  the  death  of  all  the  firft  born 
in  Egypt  ?    A  rjeftilence  makes  no  diftinclion  be- 
tween the  firft  and  fecond,  or  third.    What  caufe 
inferior  to  omnipotence  can  be  aulgned  for  the  wa- 
ters in  the  Red  Sea  dividing  and  forming  themfelves 
like   walls  on  both   fides  of  the  paffage,  through 
which  the  Children  of  Ifrael  paffed  ?  It  is  well  known 
that  water  and  all  other  liquids  form  themfelves  to  an 
horizontal  level  as  far  as  the  curvature  of  the  earth 
permits.    The  fimple  narration   of  the  facred  writer 
confounds  all  the  different  opinions  which  are  offered 
by  Deiftical  critics  in  order  to  invalidate,  or  at  lean: 
to  reduce  the  force  of  this  miracle.    The  Israelites, 
fays  one,  took    advantage  of  an   ebb  tide,  which 
was  greatly  increafed  by  a  ftrong  wind,  which  conti- 
nued all  night  ;  yes,  but  the  wind  did  not  blow  the 
water  out  of  the  paffage  and  form  it  like  walls  on 
both  {ides,  that  inftead  of  dirriinifhing  would  have 
increafed  the  prodigy.    "  The  Children  of  Ifrael," 
Jays  the  writer,  "  paffed  through  the  middle  of  the 
dry  fea,  and  the  water  was  as  a  wall  both  to  the  right 
hand  and  the  left."    Exodus,  14  th  Chap.  22  v. 

They  did  not  pafs  through  the  fea,  fays  another, 
they  only  went  a  certain  dittance  and  then  turned 
back  to  the  fame  defert  from  which  they  had  entered 
it.  Mofes  fays  they  paffed  through  it  ;  David  thought 
fotoo,  Pf.  104  and  113  ;  and  St.  Paul  believed  it,  and 
£he  Jews,  to  whom  he  addreffed  his  epiftle,  did  not 
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doubt  it :  "  by  faith  they  paffed  through  the  Red 
Sea  as  on  dry  land."  Epift.  to  the  Heb.  Chap.  n6 
v.  29. 

Ths  abfurdity  of  thefe  opinions  is  fuch,  that  it  is 
matter  of  furprife  that  the  authors  themfelves,  how- 
ever  ignorant  they  may  be  fuppofed,  did  not  remark 
it  ;  that  they  did  not  obferve  in  contradicting  the 
iisnpie  narration  of  the  facred  writer  they  contra- 
dicted the  principles  of  common  fenfe  :  far  to  give 
the  greateft  poffible  weight  to  their  opinions,  let  us 
fuppofe  that  the  tide  was  greater  than  ufual,  that  the 
ebb  continued  twelve  or  fourteen  hours,  or  more,  if 
they  wiGx  to  have  a  miracle  to  fupport  the  abfurdity 
of  their  reafonir.g  ;  that  the  waters  retired  not  three 
©r  four  hundred,  but  twelve  or  fourteen  hundred 
yards.  Did  ilk  ebb  continue  long  enough,  and  was 
the  fpace  fofficiert,  to  give  a  paffage  out  of  the  reach 
of  Pharaoh  and  his  army,  to  a  feody  of  fix  hundred  1 
and  three  thoufand  five  hundred  and  fifty  men,  up- 
wa;  s  of  twenty  years  old,  to  ail  the  women,  children 
and  old  men,  to  ail  tfeTj  3  »cks  an.!  '.heir  herds,  and 
their  baggage  ?  "We  will  depart,  (aid  Mofes,  with 
our  little  ones  and  our  old  people,  with  our  fons,  ancf 
our  daughters,  with  our  fheep,  and  our  herds."  Ex- 
odus, 10  Chap  9  V.,  And  Pnaraoh  faid,  difmiffing 
I  hem  :  "  take  your  Iheep,  and  'your  herds,  as  you  de- 
fired/'  12  Chap.  32  v=  Was  Pharaoh  and  his  people 
fo  ignorant  as  not  to  know  that  if  the  Children  of 
lirael  followed  the  tide,  they  mull  j  e?  urn  to  the  fame 
fhore  again  ?  Was  it  not  more  fioipl'e  to  wait  their  re- 
ctum than  to  purfue  them  ?  If  he  had  not  feen  an  im- 
menfe  paflage  open  and  clear  of  incumbrances  would  | 
lie  have  entered  it  with  his  chariots  ?  To  give  fome 
colour  of  probability,  or  rather  of  poffibility,  to  thefe 
opinions,  let  it  be  fappofed,  that  the  paflage  was  ef-  ' 
fcdcd  near  the  northern  extremity  of  the  JR^cf  Sea;  1 
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or,  as  it  is  now  called,  the  Ifthmus  of  Suez  ;  even  in 
that  extravagant  fappolition,  both  time  and  fpacq 
would  have  been  deficient,  and  Pharaoh  moft  certain- 
ly would  not  have  loft  hitnfeif  and  his  army  in  the 
purfuit  :  he  might  have  pafled  on  the  Iilhmus,  and 
found  thern  on  the  other  fide.  Every  fuppofition 
made  in  defence  of  thefe  opinions,  only  ferves  to  {hew 
their  abfurdity,  the  ignorance  and  obftinacy  of  their 
authors.  To  pretend  that  Mofes  was  an  impoftor  ; 
that  he  prevailed  on  his  people  to  believe  that  they 
had  palled  through  the  Red  Sea,  though  no  fuch 
thing  had  happened,  is  fuch  an  extravagant  affertion 
that  it  deferves  contempt  not  a  ferious  refutation.  , 

It  is  f  id  that  the  Hhiidren  of  Ifrael  "  departing 
from  Phthahiroth,  paflt  j  through  the  middle  of  the 
Sea  into  the  wiidernefs,  and,  walking  three  days 
thi  >  ugh  the  wiidernefs  of  Etham,  they  pitched  their 
camp  in  Mara."  Numbers  33  Chap.  8  v.  And  in 
the  6thverfe  of  the  lame  Chapter,  a*  alfo  Exodus  13 
Chap.  20  v,  it  is  faid, "  that  they  pafled  from  Socoth 
and  pitched  their  camp  in  Etham,  in  the  extremity  of 
the  wiidernefs  hence  it  is  inferred  that  they  only 
went  a  certain  diftance  into  the  Sea  and  returned  to 
the  fame  defert  again.  To  this  the  writer  replies  that 
Etham,  where  they  pitched  their,  camp,  fignifies  a  par- 
ticular place  in  the  extremity  of  the  wiidernefs,  not 
the  wiidernefs  itfelf,  if  it  be  not  thought  that  the 
whole  be  comprised  within  a  part,  an  abfurdity  too 
grofs  even  for  the  credulity  of  a  Deift.  On  the  op- 
pofitefide,  the  whole  of  the  wiidernefs  is  called  Etham, 
not  a  particular  fpot  of  it.  Add  to  this,  that  Mofes 
fays,  in  that  very  text,  that  they  paffcd  through  the 
middle  of  the  Sea,  "  Bethok  ha  jam  ha  midbarah^  into 
the  wiidernefs,  in  the  moll  expreflive  manner. 

To  give  fome  colour  of  truth  to  this  opinion  it  is 
faid  that  the  dead  bodies  of  the  Egyptians,  which  were 
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feenby  the  Children  of  Ifrael  on  the  fhore,  muft  hav£ 
been  brought  back  by  the  flood  tide.    The  appear- 
ance of  the  dead  bodies  only  ferves  to  confirm  MofcVs 
1  elation  ;  for  as  the  Egyptians  purfued  the  Children 
qf  Ifrael  fo  clofely  that  they  would  have  overtaken 
them,  but  for  the  inte'rpofition  of  the  cloud,  which 
prevented  the  junction,    the  van  of  the  Egyptian 
army  muft  have  been  ciofe  to  the  rear  of  the  Ifrael- 
ites,  during  the  whole    paffage,  and  confequently 
near  the  fhore,  on  which  they  landed  at  the  time  of 
its  deftruclion.    This  accounts  for  Pharaoh's  rafhnefs 
in  the  purfuit  :  the  paffage  muft  have  been  immenfely 
large  and  clear,  perhaps  the  waters  at  fuch  a  diftance, 
on  each  fide,  that  he  did  not  attend  to  them  in  the 
eagernefs  of  the  purfuit,  or  if  he  did,  he  muft  have 
concluded  that  a  junction  of  the  waters  muft  involve 
the  Ifraelites  with  his  army  in  one  common  ruin  :  44  it 
flood  (the  cloud)  between  the  camps  of  the  Egyptians 
and  the  camps  of  Ifrael  . .  ♦  . . . .  fo  that  the  whole 
night  they  could  not  approach  each  other." 

If  Mofes's  defcription  of  this  event  be  minutely  dif- 
cufTed,  it  will  appear  extremely  probable,  that  Pharaoh, 
and  his  Egyptians  did  not  know  that  they  had  en- 
tered on  the  bed  of  the  fea  :  they  arrived  at  Pha- 
hiroth  which  is  the  point  at  which  the  Ifraelites  crof- 
fed  the  fea,  there  the  cloud  refted  between  them  and 
the  fugitives,  the  cloud  was  dark  on  th^e  Egyptian  fide, 
whilft  it  enlightened  the  night  on  the  oppofite  fide,  the 
Egyptians  naturally  continued  the  purfuit  of  an  im- 
menfe  multitude  of  people  upon  dry  land  without 
fufpecting'  that  they  were  on  the  bed  of  the  fea,  the 
purfuit  continued  the  whole  night  long,  at  the  morn- 
ing watch  their  destruction  commenced  and  the  junc- 
tion of  the  waters  cctnpleated  it. 

However  great  this  prodigy,  it  was  not  greater 
than  that  which  we  find  in  the  book  of  Jofhua,  nor 
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more  violently  contefted  by  men,  who,  to  free  thcm- 
felves  from  the  reftraints  of  religion,  are  difpofed  ta 
fwallow  any  abfurdity  rather  than  admit  the  truth, 
Jofhua,  by  God's  order,  direds  thePriefts,  who  car- 
ried the  Ark,  to  proceed  to  the  brink  of  the  River 
Jordan,  and  reft  their  feet  in  the  water  Inftaiuly 
the  waters  above  were  flopped  and  fwelled  as  a  moun- 
tain, and  the  waters  below  defcended  to  t{ie  fea  of 
the  defert,  or  the  Dead  Sea  ;  and  et  the  people  paffed 
over  againft  Jericho,  whilR  the  Priefts,  who  carried 
the  Ark  of  the  Covenant  of  the  Lord  ftood  on  dry 
land  in  the  midfl  of  Jordan,  and  the  people  paffed  on 
the  dry  bed  of  the  river."  Jofhua  Clvap.  3,  v.  17. 
Againft  this  paffage  over  the  river  Jordan  under  th$ 
conduct  of  Jofhua  no  fuppofitions  are  admiiTible-  A 
direcl  contradiction  is  full  of  abfurdity  :  Jofhua  did 
not,  nor  could  not  impofe  on'fuch  a  numerous  body 
of  people  ;  by  him  the  lands  were   parcelled  out  a- 
mongft  the  tribes  ;  forty  eight  cities  fet  apart  for  the 
Levites,  which  divifion  continued  to  the  deftruclion 
of  the  Jewifh  nation.    The  book  of  Jofhua  is  the 
public  regifter  of  the  nation,  contains  the  titles,  on 
which  their  lands  were  held,  defcribcs  their  bounda- 
ries, never  was  book  more  authentic,  and  in  no  book 
of  the  Scriptures  are  there  more  aftonifhing  prodi- 
gies recorded. 

The  deftruclion  of  the  walls  of  Jericho  by  the  found 
of  a  trumpet,  Jof.  6  Chap.  20  y.  The  fufpenlion  of 
the  diurnal  motion  of  the  Earth  and  Moon,  Jof.  10 
Chap.  13  v.  "  And  the  Sun  ftood  in  the  midft  of  the 
Heavens  and  did  not  haften  to  fet  for  the  fpace  of  one 
day."  14th.  "  There  was  not  before  nor  fince  a  day 
fo  long,  God  obeying  the  voice  of  a  man." 

This  laft  prodigy  gave  rife  to  many  fuppofitions 
each  inconfiftent  with  the  other,  and  all  of  them 
inconfuient  with  truth,  which  is  to  be  found  in 
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the  fimple  narration  of  the  facred  writer,  not  elfe* 

where. 

Says  one,  the  Sun  and  Moon  did  not  flop  but  the 
{laughter  was  as  great  as  if  the  day  had  been  length- 
ened. 

God,  fays  another,  hid  placed  fome  lueid  body  in 
the  clouds  to  mppty  the  Sun's  place,  or  perhaps  had 
increafed  the  light  of  the  Moon. 

o 

A  Parhelion"  or  Parfejene,  in  plain  Englifli  a  mock 
Sun,  or  a  mock  Moon,  might  produce  the  effect,  if  we 
believe  fome  pretenders  tooptics. 

The  Sun  apparently  flopped,  but  in  reality  continue 
ed  its  courfe,  fays  a  bold  commentator,  whofe  autho- 
rity is  of  no  great  weight  anaongu:  Chriilians,  how- 
ever he  offers  the  reafons^  on  which  his  opinion  h 
founded,  becaufe,  fays  he,  in  the  principles  of  Aftrono- 
iny,  it  is  not  the  Sun  which  revolves  about  the  eaah 
bat  the  earth  which  turns  round  the  Sun,  the  Sua 
could  not  ftop  over  the  valley  or  Gabaon,  becaufe  that 
city  was  not  under  the  ecliptic. but  declining  towards 
the  tropic  of  Cancer  ;  becaufe  it  would  be  more  con- 
venient to  poftpone  the  victory  to  the  enfuing  day  ; 
becaufe  the,  fact  is  cited '  from  the  Book  of  the  JkJI,  a 
poetical  and  confequently  figurative  work,  and  merely 
fignifies  that  by' an  extraordinary  refraction  of  the 
Sun's  beams  the  light  continued  fomething  longer  than 
nfual  above "the  horizon  ;  becaufe  as  Jofhua  ordered 
the  Moon  to  Hand  againi|  the  valley  of  Ajalon,  he 
rnufl:  "have  prayed  after  the  Sun  was  fet,  or  whatever 
lucid  body  or  refraction  of  light  fuppHed  its  place, 
finally  it  would  have  been  extremely  -inconvenient  to 
the  inhabitants  of  the  oppofite  hemifphere'  to  be  de- 
prived of  the  light  of  the  Sun  fo  long,  and.it  is  not 
probable  that  fo  many  people  would  have  been  af- 
flicted to  enable  jofhua  to  deftroy  his  enemies. 

Thelaft  opinion  which  deferves  any  notice,  is  that 

of 


1 5 1 

of  fome  well-meaning,  but  uninformed  Chriftians; 
who  from  the  truth  of  this  fact,  of  which  they  have 
no  doubt,  infer  that  the  Earth  is  fixed  and  that  the 
Sun  revolves  about  it. 

The  firft  opinion  is  a  direct  contradiction  to  the 
text  ;  it  would  be  more  convenient  to  reject  the 
authority  of  the  Book  at  once.  ^  , 
The  fecond  fubftitutes  on  imaginary  miracle  to  a  real 
prodigy,  it  defer ves  no  anfwer.  IF  there  be  a  miracle 
^t  all  admitted,  why  reject  that,  which  is  recorded  ro 
fubftitute  one  that  is  only  fuppofed  ?  If  it  be  thought 
that  God  of  his  free  will  eftabliflied-  the  mechani- 
cal laws,  to  which  the  material  world  is  fubject,  he 
might  at  the  fame  inftant  have  ordered  a  temporary 
fdfpenfioh  of  any  one  of  them  with  equal  facility  ;  and 
to  pretend  that  mechanical  laws  are  not  fubject  to  his 
controul  is  to  make  him  dependent  on  his  creatures, 
hot  his  creatures  on  him.    Ihis  furpaffes  abfurdity. 

The  third  only  argues  the  ignorance  of  its  author. 
A  parhelion  or  parfelene  is  but  a  certain  portion  of 
that  luminous  circle,  which  famptimes  furrounds,  or 
rather  ar  pears  to  furround,  the  Sun  or  Moon,  from 
which  fome  refracted  rays  reprefent  the  Sun  or 
Moon  in  that  point  from  which  they  come  direct  to 
the  eye,  a  parhelion  therefore  or  parfelene  could  net 
remain  over  the  horizon' when  the  Sun  and  Moon 
was  far  under  it  without  fubitituung  one  prodigy  to 
another. 

1  he  fourth  alfo  gives  an  imaginary  miracle  to  ex- 
clude a  real  one  :  for  an  appearance  of  the  Sun  above 
the  horizon  for  many  hours  after  Sun  fet  is  evidently 
miraculous :  and  aU  the  reafons,  which  he  offers  m 
fupport  of  his  opinion,  prove  nothing:  whether  the 
Sun  revolves  rjund  the  Earth  or  the  Earth  Urns 
round  the  Sun,  is  ufelefs  to  enquire,,  a  man  muft  always 
fpeak  the  language  which  is  underftood  ;  Aftronomers 
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bow  a-days  believe  that  the  Earth  defcribes  its  orbit 
round  the  Sun  as  the  centre  of  its  motion,  and  they 
believe  it  on  fufhcient  grounds  {  they  alfo  know  that 
the  Earth,  in  its  diurnal  motion,  turns  round  its  own 
axis,  expofing  an  entire  hemifphere  to  that  blaze  of 
light,  which  the  Sun  emits   continually,  enjoys  all 
the  bleffings  of  light  on  that  hemifphere,  whilft  the 
bppofite  is  involved  in  darknefs;  they  know  that 
the"  Sun  neither  fets  nor  rifes,  but  is  faid  to  rife  when 
any  point  on  the  furface  of  the  Earth  comes  to  the 
light,  and  is  faid   to  fet,  when  that  point  defcribes 
a  femi-circle  and  is  again  irrirherfed  in  darknefs,  yet 
all  Anronomers  fay  that  the  Sun  rifes  and  fets,  that 
its  daily  motion  is  from  the  eaft  to  the  weft.    Thu£  . 
in  fact  is  its  apparent  motion,  being  in  an  oppofite 
fenfe  tothe  real  motion. of  the  earth,  which  is  from 
the  weft  to  the  earl.    But  this  is  the  language  which 
mankind  understands,  and  it  a  man  were  to  fpcak  d 
different  iaiiajUa^e  he  Would  not  be  understood. 

The  fecond  reafori  given  is  frivolous.  Though 
the  San  was  not  vertical  td  the  Valley  of  Gabaon, 
it  might  have  been  in,  or  near,  the  circle,  which  was 
verticle  to  it,  and  that  authorised  Joihua  to  fay  it 
was  over  it,  over  and  under  are  relative  terms.  The 
next  reafori  is  paSed  unnoticed,  the  author  feetns 
difpofed  to  give  advice  to  his  Creator.  As  to  the  en- 
filing  reafon,  it  is  true,  the  facred  writer  fays  the 
prodigy  is  written  in  the  Book  of  the  Juft,  but  he  does 
iiot  refer  vis  to  that  book  for  the  truth  of  his  afTerti- 
on»/  Whether  that  book  was  poetical  or  not,  which 
is  mere  matter  of  furnrife,  there  is  no  figurative  ex- 
preflion  'it  the  book  of  Jofhua,  where  this  facT  is  re- 
corded.  That  jofliua  did  not  pray  until  after  Sun 
Set  beeadfe  he  ordered  the  Moon  to  Hand  over  the 
Valley  of  Ajalon  is  a  flrange  ailertibn.'  What  has  the. 
author  never  feen  trie  Sun  and  Moon  above  the  hori- 
zon 
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zon  at  the  fame  time  ?  If  jomua  had  ordered  the 
Moon  to  Hand  over  the  Valley  of  Gabaon  with  the 
San  the  obfervation  would  have  been  judicious,  but 
that  the  Sun  mould  be  in  the  verticle  over  or  near  the 
Valley  of  Gabaon,  and  the  Moon  near  the  verticle  of 
Ajalon  is  matter  of  furprife  but  to  a  man,  who  is  un- 
acquainted with  their  motions. 

In  his  Lift  obfervation  he  introduces  a  new  fort  of 
evidence,  that  is,  the  probability  of  inconvenience  to 
one  nation  is  fufHcient  to  prove  that  a  fact,  which  is 
publicly  known,  and  authentically  recorded  by  ano- 
ther nation  has  not  happened.  As  to  the  inconveni- 
ence, to  which  the  inhabitants  of  the  other  hemifphere 
were  expofed,  it  was  poflible  there  might  be  fome,  but 
it  was  not  injurious  :  if  a  man  be  deprived  (if  that 
to  which  he  has  a  ftricl  right,  the  inconvenience  he 
fuffers  is  injurious  and  unjuit  ;  but  if  a  man  be  depri- 
-  ved  of  that,  which  he  holds  from  the  mere  bounty  of 
another,  however  great  the  inconvenience,  there  is  no 
injury,  no  injuftice.  The  inconvenience  complained 
of  was  not  great,  nor  was  there  any  derangement  in 
the  order  of  the  Heavenly  Bodies  :  a  fufpenfion  of 
the  diurnal  motion  of  the  Earth,  whilft  the  annual 
motion  continued  the  lame,  was  all  that  was  necef- 
fary  to  effect  "that  ftupendous  prodigy.  The  motion 
of  rotation  about  the  axis  of  the  Earth,  which  produ- 
ces day  and  night,  is  unconnected  with  its  influence 
on  the  other  celeiliai  bodies  :  it  can  at  leaft  neither 
increafe  nor  diminifti  it. 

From  thefe  words  of  jofhua,  and  fimilar  expreffi- 
ens,  in  other  parts  of  the  Scripture,  to  infer  t  hat  the 
Earth  is  immoveable,  and  that  the  Sun  effects  a  revo- 
lution round  it  in  twenty-four  hours,  is  injudicious. 
Thefe  expreiuons  fignify  no  more  than  the  apparent 
motion  of  the  Sun,  and  the  apparent  immobility  of  the 
Earth,  it  is  the  language  of  fcience  and  of  ignorance, 
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it  h  the  language  of  ail  mankind,  the  facred  penmeA 
niuft  have  fpokcn  it,  if  they  wiihed  to  be  underftooch 
We  fay  now,  as  Solomon  did,  that  the  Sun  rifes  and 
fers,  that  it  comes  to  the  meridian,  &c.  Eccl.  i(i 
Chap.  <j  v.  In  the  preceding  verfe  it  is  faid,  that  the 
Earth  ftands  for  ever.  This  has  no  reference  to  the 
immobility  of  the  Earth  :  it  (imply  hgnifles  that  the 
Earth  continues  to  exift,  or  fubfiiis.  Hamadeth* 
Though  generations  fucceed  each  other. 

The  Pentateuch  cf  all  works  the  moft  fun  pie,  the! 
moil  fublime,  the  moft  fatisfactory,  is  by  our  modern 
Philoiophers  fct  in   competition  with  the  romantic 
*ales  of  Sanxhoniaton,  a  Phenician  author,  who  lived, 
if  at  all,  about  two  thoufand  years  before  the  Chriftiari 
sera,  of  which  fome  fragments  remain,  thought  to  be 
fuppofed  by  Dodwell  and  Dupin,  with  the  rhapfody 
of  Zoroafter*  a  Pet  Hun  tale  writer,  whom  liuet  de- 
'inonftrates  to  have  been  a  fabulous  perfonage ;  with 
an  Indian  work  called  Hanfcrit  or  $an/cnt%  of  which 
they  pretend  to  underftand  a  few  words  ;  they  might 
have  added  Ovid's  Itfetamorplmfesy  if  the  work  were 
not  in  the  hands  of  children,  and  they  are  dehrous 
of  palling  for  men  of  profound  learning  ;  of  fome  of 
thefe  pretended  works  they  give  what,  they  call  ver- 
iions,  the  ravings  of  their  own  fancy,  and  cite  manu- 
fcripts  which  do  not  exift  but  in  their  own  imagination* 
From  all  this  they  conclude  the  immenfe  antiquity 
given  to  the  world  by  Egyptian   and  Chinefe  tales, 
to  be  well  authenticated,  and  thence  infer  that  Mo- 
ies's  account  of  the  Creation  is  fabulous.     A  man  of 
real  fcience,  would  draw  a  contradictory  inference, 
for  having  as  we  have  already  feen,  the  moft  incon- 
tefubie  evidence  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Pentateuch* 
he  would  conclude,  without  hefitation,  thct  all  ac- 
counts inconfiRent  with  it  were  fabulous.     Our  mo- 
dern critics  are  extraordinary  men  >  in  the  moft  ab- 
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furd  fables  they  fee  nothing  but  truth,  and  in  frmplo 
truth  they  difcover  impoffibilities ;  the  vanity  of  the 
men  is  a  glals,  which  diftorts  every  object. 

In  the  Book  of  Genefis,  fay  they,  there  are  many- 
things  which  appear  fabulous,  the  creation  of  the 
world  in  fix  days,  which  might  have  been  done  in  aa 
inltant,  the  feducTion  of  Eve  by  a  ferpent  fpeaking 
her  language,  the  folly  of  Adam,  the  founder 
of  the  world,  to  think  that  by  eating  a  fruit  he 
ihould  become  equal  to  Gocf. 
!  A  man  of  fenfe  judges  of  fa  els  by  the  authenticity 
of  the  book  which  relates  them,  he  does  not  judge  of 
the  authenticity  of  the  book,  by  the  facts  which  it  re- 
cords ;  if  we  were  to  reject  all  the  facls,  of  which  we 
do  not  clearly  conceive  the  reafons,  nine,  tenths  of  all 
hiftories  mould  be  at  once  fupprefTed. 

Nothing  obliged  the  Almighty  God  to  create  all  the 
Beings  which  compofe  the  Univerfe  at  the  fame  in- 
fant ;  he  yet  continues  to  create,  and  will  continue 
until  the  end  of  time,  he  thereby  (hews  his  indepen- 
dence on  his  creatures,  and  their  total  dependence  on 
him.  To  enquire  why  he  gives  exiftence  to  fuch  a  man, 
at  fuch  a  point  of  time  precifely,  and  not  either  before, 
cr  after,  is  impertinent  :  he  is,  not  obliged  to  give  the 
man  an  exiftence  at  any  time  :  it  is  a  matter  of  grace, 
not  of  right,  when  granted  ;  this  realbning  is  appli- 
cable to  every  Being,  which  contributes  to  compofe. 
L  the  Univerfe. 

That  \  woman's  vanity  may  expofe  her  to  temp- 
tation is  not  matter  of  furprife  ;  and  that  the  organs  of 
the  ferpent  fet  in  motion  by  To  powerful  an  agent  as 
the  Demon,  fhould  form  articulate  founds  is  not. 
difficult  to  conceive.  Adam  did  not  think  that- 
eating  the  fruit  would  make  him  equal  to  God,  he 
well  knew  the  contrary.  "  Adam  was  not  feduced.**- 
Epift.  to  Titus,  2.  Chap.    Nor  did  Eve. expect  an 
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equality  but  a  fimilarity  of  knowledge :  me  was 
miferably  deceived,  as  are  her  children,  our  modern 
Beifts,  whofe  vanity*  and  curio5ty  refembles  that  of 
their  mother. 

Why  did  not  Mofes  begin  his  recital  with  the 
ruin  of  the  Angels  ?  He  did  not  write  their  hiftory. 
The  jews  in  his  time  knew  it  ;  it  wa$  not  neceffary 
to  inform  them,  he  exprefsly  forbid  them  to  confult 
Evil  Spirits,  Deut.  1 8  Ghap.  1 1  v.  "  There  will  not 
be  amongft  you  a  man  to  confult  0b9"  that  is  a  Spirit 
fpeaking  as  through  the  navel,  a  Ventriloque. 

The  exiftence  of  thefe  Evil  Spirits  was  known  to 
the  Heathen  world  as  to  the  Chriftian  ;  the  nature  of 
the  crime  inductive  «f  their  perdition  is  known  but 
by  mere  conjecture,  the  text  of  Ifaias,  which  is  ap- 
plied by  fome  to  the  chief  of  thefe  rebel  fpirits,  lite- 
rally regards  the,  King  of  Tyr.  The  whole  text  is 
ftrongly  metaphorical.  "  I  will  afcend  into  Heaven, 
I  will  exalt  my  throne  above  the  higheftftars,  I  will 
lit  in  the  mountain  of  the  teftament,  in  the  fides  of 
the  north"-  Ifaias,  14th  Chap.  13  v.  If  this  Evil 
Spirit,  proud  of  his  own  excellence,  pretended  a  fort  cf 
equality  with,  or  rather  independence  on,  his  God, 
it  is  not  more  furprifing  than  to  hear  the  Atheift  dif- 
pute  even  the  exiilence  of  his  God.  It  is  for  this 
reafon  that  Job  calls  him  "  King  over  all  the  fops  of 
pride."    Job,  41  Chap.  25  v. 

The  pretended  antiquity'  of  the  Chinefe  monarchy 
is  offered  by  our  modern  Deifts  as  totally  fubverfive 
of  Mofes's  account  of  the  Creation,  they  may  add  the 
Babylonian  annals,  which  give  four  hundred  thoufand 
years  to  their  empire,  and  the  Egyptian,  which  equal 
them  in  abfurdity.  The  account  given  by  Mofes  has 
every  poffible  mark  of  authenticity,  the  Chinefe,  Ba- 
bylonian and  Egyptian  annals  are  puerile  fables.  Mr„ 
Goguet  fays,  in  his  origin  of  laws,  "  that  the  aftro- 
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nomical  obfervations,  with  which  fome  have  endea- 
voured to  fupport  the  pretended  antiquity  of  the  Chi- 
nefe are  manifeftly  fuppofed,  that  loirs  e  of  their  lite- 
rati, though  the  Chinefe  in  general  have  no  idea  of 
criticifm,  remarked  it  ;  that  it  may  be  laid  with  con- 
fidence that  there  is  no  credit  whatsoever  to  be  given 
to  their  hiftory,  previous  to  the  year  2.06,  before  the 
Chriitian  sera  ->  that  until  that  time  it  is  a  ti  flue  o£. 
fables  and  contradictions,  a  monftrous  chaos,  out  of 
which  nothing,  that  Is  reafonable.,  or  connected  can  be 
cxtracled."  Such  is  the  work,  which  in  the  idea  of 
the  Deift  is  fufticient  to  condemn  the  plain  fimple 
narrative  of  Mofes. 

*f  The  Chinefe  hiftorians,"  fay  the  authors  of  the 
Univerfal  Hiftory,  "  have  applied  in  a  ridiculous 
manner  to  the  ancient  ftate  of  their  monarchy  tlie 
confufed  notions  tranfmitted  to  them  by  vague  tra- 
dition concerning  the  creation  of  the  world,  the 
formation  of  man,  the  deluge,  the  inftitutions  of 
arts,  of  all  this  they  compofed  a  raonftrous  fyftem  o£ 
hiftory." 

Xhe  reader  may  reft  fatisfled  with  the  following 
fpecimen  of  the  boafted  hiftory  of  the  Chinefe  : 

Toby  was  conceived  by  his  mother  in  contact  with 
a  rainbow,  his  body  was  partly  that  of  a  ferpenr,  and 
Chin-nung  had  the  head  of  an  ox.  If  the  reader  de- 
fires  to  know  more  of  this  remarkable  hiftory  he  muft 
confult  fome  modern  Sciolift  who  is  aqcuftomed  to 
fwallow  monftrous  abfurdities,  the  writer  is  not  dif- 
pofed  to  laviih  time  on  nonfenfe. 

The  Chinefe  calculation  of  eclipfes  during  thefpacc 
of  four  thoufand  years  is  merely  imaginary  ;  about  a 
century  and  a  half  ago  they  were  obliged  to  have  re- 
courieto  the  Mahometans  for  the  calculation  of  their 
almanacks  ;  and  in  1772,  they  were  forced  to 
call  for  fome  Jefuits  to  fill  the  tribunal  of  mathema- 
tics, 
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tics,  which  by  the  death  of  Father  Hallerfkln  could 
no  longer  continue  its  calculations.  Mathematical 
calculation  is  too  abftrufe  for  a  Chtnefe  :  before  the 
introduction  of  Europeans  their  knowledge  of  that 
fcience  wis  low  indeeds  nor  is  it  yet  much  in- 
creafed.  Father  Martin  read,  in  one  of  their  moft 
authentic  books,  that  in  the  reign  of  Yahoe  or  Yao 
the  Sun  enlightened  China  during  the  fpace  of  ten 
days  and  ten  nights.  The  calculation  of  the  eclipfes 
reported  in  their  annals  is  fo  incorrect,  that  Caffirti 
by  correcting  their  errors  retrenched  fix  hundred 
years  from  their  chronology.  .After  all  from  the  cal- 
culation of  eclipfes  no  inference  can  be  drawn  in  fa-' 
vourof  the  antiquity  of  any  country  :  fuch  calcula- 
tions may  extend  as  far  as  man's  imagination  can 
reach,  either  backward  or  forward.  Mr.  Touquet, 
the  titular  bifhop  of  Fleuthropolis,  publiftied  in 
1729,  a  chronological  table,  which  a  Tartarian  no- 
bleman had  extracted  from  the  changcun,  or  great 
annais  of  the  empire.  In  this  table  the  commence- 
ment of  true  chronology  amongft  the  Chinefe,  is 
fixed  in  the  reign  ofLye  vang.,  three  hundred  and 
forty-four  years  before  the  Chriilian  iEra:  more  acute 
chronologies  it  at  a  much  later  period.  It  is 
needlefs  to  obferve  that  Xi-hvam-tu,  a  fanguinary 
and  vigilant  tyrant,  deftroyed  all  the  annals  of  China 
in  his  reign,  which  continued  thirty  feven  years. 
So  attentive  was  he  on  the  deflruclion  of  thefe  annals, 
that  he  buuied  four  hundred  and  fixty  of  their  lite- 
rati, together  with  the  annals  which  they  had  con- 
cealed, he  thus  fuppreffed  a  work  filled  with  ridicu- 
lous fables,  and  on  uncertain  confufed  tradition  a 
-fort  of  rhapfody  was  fubftituted  equally  if  not  more 
fabulous  than  the  former. 

The  Chinefe  Emperors   exercife  their  dominion 
over  time  as  well  as  place  :  they  grant  letters  of  nobi- 
lity^ 


lity,  which  have  a  retro-aclive  force, en oblitfg  the  gran- 
tee's anceftors  for  two,  for  four,  or  perhaps  ten  thou- 
(and  years  before-  The  antiquity  of  fuch  an  empire 
mud  be  great  in  their  imagination,  to  contradict  their 
pretended  antiquity  is  a  capital  'offence.  Du  Halde's 
defcription  of  China,  T.  i.  Hence  the  Miffi  maries 
dare  not  fay  what  they  think,  and  to  give  their  opi- 
nions in  writing  would  be  highly  iudifcreet. 

Diodorus,  of  Sicily,  in  the  firft  book  of  his  Bibli- 
otheca,  feci.  2,  fays  :  "  Gods,  as  fome  of  the  E- 
gyptian  writers  relate,  reigned  firft  in  Egypt,  then 
Heroes  (that  is  Demi-Gods)  about  eighteen  thoufand 
years,  the  lift  of  thefe  was  Kirus  the  fonof  Ifis,  the 
kingdom  was  governed  by  men  about  fifteen  thoufand 
years.  This  requires  no  comment,  thefe  Gods  and 
Heroes  are  imaginary  Beings. " 

The  Babylonian  and  Egyptian  tales,  are  paffed  un- 
noticed, they  referable  the  Arabian  Nights5  Entertain- 
ments. 

The  writer  comes  now  to  difcufs  another  difficulty 
flated  again  ft  Mofes's  account  of  the  Creation.  Strong 
marks,  indications  of  the  moft  remote  antiquity,  are 
to  be  found  in  the  phyfical  world,  which  are  mani- 
feftly  inconfiftent  with  the  antiquity  afcribed  by 
Mofes  to  the  Creation  :  A  nimbus  naturalift  gravely 
tells  us,  that  the  Sea  has  fucceftlvely  covered  all  the 
different  parts  of  this  globe,  that  the  higheft  mountains 
were  for  many  ages  under  the  Sea.  The  latter  part 
of  this  affertion  contradicts  the  former,  the  fpirit  of 
infidelity  fo  blinds  men, even  of  fome  fcience,  that  they 
dont  remark  the  glaring  inconfiftencies,  which  they 
frequently  advance  in  a  few  words.  Since,  according 
to  the  known  laws  of  hydroftatics,  water,  and  all  o* 
ther  liquids,  compofe  themfelves  to  a  level  fo  that 
every  point  of  the  furface  is  equi  cliflant  from  the  at- 
tracting centre,  if  the  higheft  mountains  on  earth 
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were  covered  with  water,  the  whole  earth  was  covered 
not  fuccefliveiy  but  at  the  fame  time,  and  the  waters 
were  railed  above  the  preient  furface  of  the  Sea  to 
the  height  of  the  higheft  mountains,  the  naturaliM 
forgot  to  tell  us  how  this  imaienfe  quantity  of  water 
was  difpofed  of,  nor  has  he  deigned  to  inform  us  how 
the  human  fpecies,  or  land  animals,  which  are  not  ac- 
euitorried,  at  lead:  in  our  times,  to  live  in  water,  ma- 
naged to  fubiill  during  them  a^es.  It  is  true  one  of 
his  admirers  tells  us  that  men  were  a*  that  time  fiffi^ 
and  that  when  the  waters  retiring  they  were  left  on 
dry  land,  their  tails  opened  and  became  legs  :  we  muft 
thank  this  gentleman  for  the  information  he  gives, 
whether  we  acknowledge  a  fidior  a  monkey  for  aii 
aneefior  is  of  little  confequence.  Thefe  are  the  teachers 
of  th£  world  1  Thefe  are  the  men,  whom  nature  has 
been  endeavouring  to  form  for  millions  of  years,  they 
now  come  at  length  to  undeceive  the  world  ! 

The  Maturalift  adds  an  obfervation,  by  way  of 
proof,  that  the  re-entering  angles  on  one  fide  of  the 
mountains,  are  oppolite  to  the  falient  angles  on  the 
ether.  This  like  the  formed  is  an  effect  of  his  ima- 
gination :  in  fome  places  they  are,  in  others  they  are 
not.  There  are  many  mountains  infuiated  im  me  rifely- 
diftant  from  any  other.  Mountains  and  valleys  forlu* 
ed  as  they  are  argue  the  wifdom  and  bounty  of  the 
Creator  :  mountains  break  the  current  of  air— make 
the  winds  variable,  which  would  without  them,  blow 
always  in  the  fame  direction.  In  them  are  placed  re- 
ceptacles for  waters,  which  the  clouds  convey  to  their 
fummit,  and  when  condenfed,  fo  that  they  become 
IpecificaHy  heavier  than  air,  fail  in  drops  of  rain,  this 
rain  collected  into  thefe  receptacles,  iilue  from  the 
fides  of  the  mountains  through  fprings,  which  unit- 
ing  in  the  valleys  farm  rivulets,  and  there  uniting 
form  rivers^  as  the  valleys  are  intended  for  conveying 
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the  visiters,  their  flnuofities  are  neceffary  to  prevent 
the  too  great  rapidity  ©f  the  waters,  which  defcend- 
ing  from  the  mountains  with  an  accelerated  velocity, 
if  not  broken  in  their  courfe  Would  ravage  the  coun- 
try. Mountains  were  previous  to  the  Deluge,  they 
were  then  neceffary  as  they  are  now*  Perhaps  the 
Flood  may  have  formed  fome,  or  broken  others,  but 
in  generai  from  their  neceflity  they  mufthave  entered 
into  the  plan  of  the  Creation. 

The  Naturalift  pretends  that  the  fea  has  formed  the 
mountains,  though  the  Flood  in  his  opinion  could 
not,  the  Flood  if  we  believe  him  had  made  no  change 
in  the  fur  face  of  the  earth.  The  affertion  is  rather 
bold  :  what,  the  fea  riiing  fifteen  cubits  above  the 
higheft  mountains,  in  the  greateft  pofli^e  agitation, 
made  no  change  !  St.  Peter  thought  there  was  a  total 
change.  "  The  then  World  flooded  with  water  pe- 
riflted  the  Heavens  and  Earth  which  now  are." 
Epift.  2,  Chap.  3,  v.  6  and  7. 

If, fays  the  Naturalift,  the  furface  of  the  earth  had  been 
diffolved  by  the  Flood,  the  different  fubftances,  which 
compofe  it,  ought  to  have  been  depofed  by  the  wa- 
ters when  fettled,  defcending  according  to  their  fpeci- 
fic  gravity,  yet  we  fee  rocks  of  granite  placed  over 
fand  and  mud,  and  light  fubftances  deep  in  the 
earth,  whilft  the  moft  weighty  are  found  on  the  very 
furface.  If  this  had  been  univerfally  the  cafe  this  diffi- 
culty would  appear  ferious,  but  the  contrary  is  trud 
in  general,  the  more  heavy  fubftances  are  found  at 
the  greateft  depth.  In  fo  great  a  commotion  a  ma- 
thematical exactnefs  was  not  obferved,  moreover 
thefe  rocks,  which  are  now  found  at  the  furface  of 
the  earth,  immediately  over  lighter  fubftances,  were 
they  rocks  at  that  time  ?  An  immenfe  rock  never  did 
fwim  in  water.  If  thefe  have  been  depofed  they  mull 
.  have  been  then  of  a  lighter  nature^  fand  or  Hime, 
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which  in  the  courfe  c'f  time  has  been  coagulated  by  tfcfe 
intervention  of  feme  fluid,  or  fome  other  natural 
agent.  Petrifactions  art  not  uncommon. 

Banks  of  {hells,  Which  are  frequently  found  far 
dilbnt  from  the  fea?  evince  the  truth  of  the  Flood  ; 
thefe  fhells  are  formed  of  a  certain  fubftance,  which 
is  not  fubjecl:  to  decay,  from  the  imm'enfe  quantities 
found  In  fome  places  the  Naturalift  infers  that  the 
fea  muft  have  refted  longed  than  is  confident  with 
Mofes's  account  of  the  Flood.  Here  he  offers  mere 
conjecture  as  evidence  againft  a  Weil-known  facl.  Is 
it  not  pothole  that  the  waters  of  the  Deluge  might 
have  been  retrained  in  thefe  valleys  by  fome  obftacle. 
which  time  had  removed  ?  Incalculable  quantities  of 
fhells  are  collected  in  a  fhort  time,  and,  what  con- 
cludes evidently  againft  the  Naturalift,  bones  of  ani* 
iinab  have  been  found  in  countries  where  they  do  not 
breed,  where  they  cannot  live,  the  bones  of  elephants 
in  Siberia,  and  in  1772  the  bones  of  a  rhinoceros 
were  found  there.  It  is  well  known  that  the  ele* 
phant  and  rhinoceros  are  inhabitants  of  hot  coun- 
tries, that  their  bones  muft  have  been  tranfported  to 
Siberia  by  fome  fucH  inundation  as  the  flood  ;  the 
waters  which  depofed  their  bones  in  Siberia  muft 
have  taken  them  up  in  Africa  or  Afta,  far  fouth  of 
Siberia.  Thefe  animals  are  not  inhabitants  of  the. 
fea  as  the  fliell-fifli  of  Touraine. 

An  Englifh  traveller,  intending  to  extend  thfe 
fphere  of  human  knowledge,  by  his  own  experiments* 
found  by  examining  the  different  layers  emitted  irt 
the  eruptions  of  Mount  JEtna,  that  the  world  is  at 
leaft  fourteen  thoufand  years  old.  There  are,  he  fays, 
to  be  feen  in  fome  places  feven  layers,  or  beds,  one 
over  the  other,  each  covered  with  an  excellent  bed  of 
foil,  two  thoufand  years  are  not  more  than  fufhxient  to 
convert  one  of  thefe  layers  into  a  go.nl  mould.  Hence 
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ihk  mathematician  infers  there  rnufl  have  paffed 
fourteen  thoufand  years,  to  convert  thefe  feven  layers 
into  earth.  But  if  thefe  layers  are  converted  into 
mould,  how  did  he  find  the  fevenyet  entire,  and  a 
bed  of  earth  between  each.  layer  and  the  next  to  it  ? 
It  feems  fourteen  thpufand  years,  haye  not  yet  con-- 
verted  the  firft  of  the  feven  into  mould,  as  this  won*- 
derfui  calculator  found  it  entire.,  thus,  inftead  of  en- 
larging the  fcience  of  mankind,  he  adds  his  mite  to 
that  immenfe  (lock  of  ignorance,  and  vanity,  which 
we  find  in  thev  writings"  of.  our  nnodeni  travellers. 
Let  us,  however,  fuppofe  that  this  our  traveller 
intended  to  Cay,  that  each  bed  of  volcanic  matter  re- 
quired two  thoufand  years  to  cover  it  with  vegeta- 
tive earth,  his  obfery a tion  would  then  coincide  with, 
the  conjectures  made  by  mo^e  intelligent  men  on  the 
eruptions  of  Mount  Vefuvius,  the  layers  of  volcanic 
matter  fay  they, are  found  in  fo me  places  to  the  num- 
ber of  fix,  with  a  bedv  of  vegetative  earth  between 
the  layers  of  volcanic  matter,  lien ce  they  infer  that 
ages  without  number  giufthaye%  elapfed  before  this 
accumulation  could  have  bee*;,  formed.  One  of  thefe. 
travellers  however  relates  a,  £aci  which,  totally  de- 
ftroys  thefe  conjectures.  The.  city  of  Herculaneum, 
buried  by  an  earthquake,  is  in  fbrae  parts  feven ty  feet, 
in  others  one  hundred  and  twelve  feet  under  the  pre-, 
fent  furface  of  the  earth.  Between  the  furface  of  the 
earth  and  the  city,  or  rather  the.,  ruins  of  this  city, 
are  feveral  layers,  of  volcanic  matter,  and,  between 
thefe  layers  are  beds  of  vegatative  earth*  Our  Eng- 
liffi  traveller,  would,  have  fpujid  many  thoufands  of 
years  in  this  phenomenon,  yet, we.  know  that  eigh- 
teen hundred.years  have  not  yet  paffed  fince.  Hercu- 
laneum was  a  flourishing  city* 

The  vegetative  earth  is  placed  in  a  fhort  time  over 
the  volcanic  matter  by  many  uniting  caufes  :  allies* 

eartl^ 


164 


earth,  duffc  and  other  fubftances,  are  emitted  by  the 
volcano,  the  rains  warn  down  earth  from  the  fide? 
of  the  mountains,  men  and  animals  bring  fubftances 
which  are  foon  converted  into  earth,  the  induitrious 
hufbandman  covers  the  mofl  barren  rock  with  vegeta- 
tive mould.  Thus  firnple  facls  confound  the  wild  con- 
jectures of  wondering,  and  wonder-telling  travellers. 

But  there  are  many  extinguifhed  volcanps  found 
of  which  no  writer  fpeaks.  thefe  at  lead  (peak  the 
remote  antiquity  of  the  world. 

True,  there,  are  many  found,  and  mmy  more 
may  be  found  if  fought  for  in  the  wilds  of  America, 
of  Africa  and  Afia,  where  no  writer  is  to  be  found  ; 
phcenomenons  fometimes  pafs  unnoticed  even  by 
good  writers,  and  of  the  writings  of  many,  who 
might  have  noticed  them.,  fome  have  fallen  victims 
to  the  ravages  of  time. 

There  is  no  ancient  fact  more  authentic  than  the 
Deluge  :  Mofes  defcribes  it  856  years  after  it  happen-? 
ed  when  the  fad:  was  frefh  in  the  memory  of  man  ; 
when  it  wras  impoflible  for  hi*n  to  impofe  on  the 
world  ;  the  Son  of  Sirach  fpeaks  of  it  as  an  undoubt- 
ed fact,  Ecch  44th  Chap.  1 5th  and  19th  y.  St, 
Paul,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  Chap.  11.  v.  7, 
afcribes  Noah's  prefervation  to  his  faith.  The  Savi- 
our himfelf,  Matthew  24  Chap.  38  and  39  v.  com- 
pares hislaft  coming  to  the  time  of  Noah,  when  the 
flood  deftroyed  mankind.  The  fame  is  repeated  in 
St.  Luke,  17  Chap.  26  v.  St.  Peter,  in  his  ift  Epift. 
3  Chap.  20th  v,  fays  there  were  but  eight  fouls  fav- 
ed  in  the  Ark ;  and  in  his  fecpnd  Epift.  Chap.  2.9 
v.  5,  he  fays  that  God  did  not  fpare  the  primitive 
world,  that  he  faved  Noah,  eighth,  the  preacher  of 
juitice?and  brought  the  Flood  on  the  impious. 

On  this  iubjeft  the  Heathen  writers  $gree  with  the 
facred  penmen ;  Berofus  the  Chaldean  tells  us  that 
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the  Ark,  near?  the  end  of  the  Deluge,  flopped  on  a 
mountain  of  Armenia  ;  this  teftimony  is  not  ofifer- 
ed  as  authentic,  though  cited  by  fome  writers.  Be- 
rofus  was  cotemporary  with  Alexander  the  Great, 
Prieft  of  the  Temple  of  Betas,  in  Chaldea.  Some 
fragments  of  his  hiftory  remain  in  Jofephus,  the 
work  itfelf  is  loft,  and  no  lois  to  the  world.  The  ro- 
mance published  in  his  name  under  the  title  or  An* 
tiquities,  is  a  fuppofed  piece.  See  Hift.  des  G.  Hofti. 
Nicolas,  ofD.amafcus,  in  the  96th  book  of  his  hiftory, 
fays  that  one  man  efcaped  in  a  vefitel  from  the  univer- 
fal  flexed,  and  that  the  remains  of  the  vefTel  were  pre- 
fer ved  a  long  time  on  a  high  mountain  in  Armenia  ; 
Abydenus,  in  his  hiftory  of  the  ancient  Medes  and 
AlTyrians,  defcribes  the  Flood  nearly  as  Mofes  did  ; 
Ovid,  in  his  Metamorphofes,  attempts  a  defcription 
of  the  Flood,  which,  he  intermixes  with  ridiculous 
fables,  as  he  did  every  other  eventa  which  he  de- 
fcribes, and  Varro  fpeaks  of  the  time  which  elapfed 
from  Adam's  creation  to  the  Flood,  "  from  the  com- 
mencement of  mankind  to  the  Flood  ;  finally  the 
Chlnefe  fay  that  a,  man  whom  they  call  Puencuus* 
efcaped  with  his  family  from  the  uaiverfal  deluge. 
This  agreement  of  facred  and  profane  writers,  atteft- 
ing  the  tradition  of  the  world,  is  furely  more  than 
fufticient  to  authenticate  a  facl,  in  which  the  whole 
world  was  interefted.  It  is  not  wild  fuppofitions,  and 
impertinent  queftions  which  invalidate  public  fa&s. 

From  the  dimensions  of  the  Ark,  as  defcribed  hy 
Mofes,  it  is  not  difficult  to;  de.mpnftrate  that  there 
was  in  it  a  fufficient  fpace  to  contain  the  animals  pre,, 
ferved  from  the  Flood,  together  with  the  neceiiary 
provisions  for  the  time  they  were  enclosed. 

It  is  alfo  certain  that  there  is  a  fufficient  quantity 
of  water  to  cover  the  higheft  mountains  on  the  earth 
without  any  incroafe,  which  if  neceffary  was  eafy  to_ 
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omnipotence.  It  is  well  known  to  the  judicious 
philofopher  that  there  is  an  incalculable,  quantity  of 
water  fufpended  in  the  atmofphcre.,  we  fee  witlj 
what  rapidity  a  bigfy  winc|  dries  up  fmall  pools  of 
water,  becaufe  every  layer  of  air,  vyhich  conies  in 
contact  with  the  water,  inftantiy  abforbs  a  quantity 
of  water,  necefjTary  %o.  faturate  that  layer,  and 
thefe  layers  fucceed  each  otl^ec  in  proportion  to 
the  velocity  of  the  wind  :  a  quantity  therefore 
neceflfary  to  faturate;  th,e  whole  atmofphere  may 
remain  fufpended,  if  an  extra  quantity  be  raifed 
it  muft  again  defcend  in  rain,  or,  if  condenfed  by 
cold,  in  mow  or  hail*  DifTertations  have  been  writ- 
ten by  other  men  on  this  fubjecr.,  and  the  moll  fatis- 
factory  folutions  given  to  all  the  difficulties,  which 
wild  fpeculatifls  propofe. 

As  to  the  exiftence  of  whole  nations  of  giants  an4 
pygmies,  they  exift  in  the;  imagination  of  Atheiftst 
fome  have  been,  and  fpme  few  are,  of  an  extraordi- 
nary iize,  and  forne  others  extremely  little  ;  but  thefe^ 
do  not,  form  nations,  nor  are  they  of  a  different  fpe-i 
cies,  their  anceftors  are  known.  Xhe  term  Giboz; 
which  has  been  tranQated  by  that  of  Qiant  fignifies  a 
powerful  and  violent  man,  They  ar?  numerous  now 
as  they  were  before  the  Flood  ;  and  now  as,  then  we 
call  virtuous,  pious  men,  the  fons  of  light,  the 
children  of  God  ;  and  vain,  capricious-,  diUohite  girls, 
may  well  be  called  the  daughters  of  men,  marriage, 
contracts  between  fuch  characters,  were  cenfured  by 
Motes,  and  the  confequences  marked  in  the  fjmilarity 
of  manners  between  the  children  and  their  mothers. 
This  we  fee  every  day.  The  children  of  God  marry- 
ing the  daughters  of  men  gave  rife  to  many  ridicu- 
lous tales  and  wild  conjectures.  Ignorance  finds  myf- 
teries  where  common  fenfe  can  difcern  none. 

Pifikulties  are  ftated  by  feme  pretenders  to  fciencr 

^gainft 


16} 

again  ft  Mofes's  account  from  the  different  colours  of 
the  human  fpecies  in  different  countries.  Thefe  are 
as  frivolous  as  the  former.  Difference  in  colour  as  in 
height,  in  ftrength,  in  activity,  in  underftanding,  is 
merely  accidental,  the  human  fpecies,  is,  in  all  indivi- 
duals effentiaily  the  fame.  The  black  man  in  Ethiopia, 
the  copper-coloured  favage  in  Canada,  the  white 
£nan  in  Europe,  is  the  fame  man,  tinged  with  the 
colour  of  the  climate,  in  which  he  lives,  his  food  and 
manner  of  living  contribute  to  increafe  or  diminifh 
the  effect  of  the  climate.  Some  anatomifts  imagine 
that  the  pares  in  the  fcarf  fkin  of  the  black,  dilated 
by  the  burning  heat  of  a  vertical  fun,  abforb  a  greater 
quantity  of  light  ;  others  think  that  the  effe&  is  pro* 
duced  by  the  great  porofity  of  the  inner  fkin  ;  and 
forhe  think  that  there  is  a  liquid  fubftance  between 
the  fcarf  Ikin  and  the  inner  Ikin,  which  abforbs  the 
light.  It  is  manifeft,  without  confulting  optics,  that 
any  body  which  abforbs  the  light  muft  appear  black. 
A  differtation  on  this  fubject  may  be  curious,  but  is 
totally  ufelefs  :  reafon  fays  that  a  black  man  and  a 
white  man,  a  big  man  and  a  little  man,  a  la**e  man 
and  a  blind  man,  a  fool  and  a  knave,  are  men,  indi- 
viduals of  the  fame  fpecies,  differenced  individually 
ftot  fpecifica'Iy.  A  man  and  a  horfe  are  individuals 
of  different  fpecies,  differenced  fpecifically,  not  indi- 
vidually. This  may  ferve  as  a  general  anfwer  to  ail 
the  difficulties,  which  are  founded  on  the  difference 
of  fize,  of  colour,  of  wit,  of  ftrength,  &c.  of  men 
in  the  fame  or  in  different  climates. 

We  have  now  examined  the  moft  material  difficul- 
ties dated  by  Atheifts  and  Deifts  againft  Mofes's  ac- 
count of  the  Creation,  and  (hewn  them  to  be  frivo- 
lous in  the  extreme.  That  remote  antiquity  which 
they  afcribe  to  the  world,  and  all  the  marks  of  this 
antiquity  are  merely  imaginary,   the  offspring  of 
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ignorance  arid  vanity  :  the  diicerning  philosopher 
difcov.ers  the  moft  fenfible  indications  of  the  contra* 
ry  :  the  late  invention  of  many  arts  and  fciences,  the 
increafing  population,  yet  leaving  one  half  the  world 
a  wild  and  uncultivated  defert,  are  ftubborn  truths 
which  forced  that  infambixfly  famous  Atheift  Lucre- 
Has,  to  acknowledge  that  the  prefeht  world  was  not 
of  remote  antiquity.  He  thought  that  other  Poets 
would  have  fung  wars  previous  to  that  of  Thebes  or 
Troy,  at  lead  that  fome  monuments  of  that  remote 
antiquity  would  be  found.  It  has  alfo  been  fhevvri 
that  Mdfes  did  attef}  his  legation  by  miraculous  pow- 
ers ;  that  the  prodigies  recorded  in  his  Books  could 
not  be  fuppofed  \  that  the  great  number  of  authentic 
copies  given  by  his  order  to  all  Elders  and  Levites, 
who  were  the  minifters  of  the  efiahli {bed  worfhip, 
with  exprefs  directions  to  have  them  read  before  all 
the  people,  at  the  great  feftivai  of  the  Tabernacles, 
precluded  even  a  pofiibility  of  interpolation.  It  is 
therefore  certain  that  the  truths  contained  in  thefe 
books  are  divinely  revealed,  or  elfe  that  God  by  an 
act  of  h't3  almighty  power  has  attefted  a  falsehood,  a 
blafphemy  fo  impious,  fo  daring,  that  even  the  Deift, 
impious  as  he  is,  dare  not  afTert  it* 

We  mall  now  proceed  to  ftate  a  fecond  proofs  as 
yet  more  forcible,  of  the  authenticity  of  the  Scrip- 
tures, that  is,  the  prophecies  contained  in  them, 
which  were  neither  fuppofed  nor  inferted  after  the 
accomplifhment,  and  of  the  accompliihment  of  which 
there  is  the  mod  incontrovertible  evidence. 

We  have  already  remarked  that  contingent  events 
depending  on  the  concurrence  of  innumerable  caufes 
poffelling  a  power  of  felf-deter  mi  nation,  are  not  with- 
in the  reach  of  limited  intelligence  ;  to  forefee  and 
foretell  fuch  events  with  the  utmoft  certainty  ss  the 
cxclufive  prerogative  of  the  Divinity.  Conjectural 
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powers  increnfe  in  proportion  to  the  fagacify  of  the 
intelligence;  bur  ail  corjecrures  in  refpect  to  contin- 
gent events  arc  uncertain.  There  is  but  God  only, 
whofe  fagacky  is  infinite,  and  who  of  courfe  pro- 
nounces with  unerring  certainty.  That  there  are. 
many  fucfi  events  forefeen,  and  foretold,  and  of  the 
a:  ;  >  n  )U  h  a  of  which  there  can  be  no  doubt,  is 
manifefi  to  every  man,  who  reads  the  Scriptures- 

Thus  that  Noah  forefawthe  Deluge  is  evident  from 
his  building  the  Ark  and  preparing  for  it  5  that  the 
patriarch  Jacob  forefiw  that  Ephraini  the  younger 
£>n  of  Jofeph  would  give  his  name  to  one  of  the 
Tribes,  and  to  a  more  numerous  Tribe  than  his  elder 
brother  Manalfes,  is  equally  certain  from  his  announ- 
cing it  when  they  w*re  children,  of  this  event  the 
whold  Jewh'h  nation  are  wkneffes  ;  that  jofeph  fore- 
fiw that  feven  years  of  famine  would  fucceed  feveti 
years  of  abundance  is  incontrovertible,  from  his  being 
taken  out  of  a  prifon  in  a  ftrange  country — placed  at 
the  head  of  the  State,  and  preparing  for  the  famine 
in  the  abundant  years,  of  this  the  Egyptians  had,  to 
the  deft-ruction  of  their  empire,  the  rnoft  unequivocal 
proof,  that  is,  a  tax  of  one  fifth  of  the  produce  im- 
pofed  on  all  the  lands,  excluding  all  the  lands  appro* 
pnared  to  their  Friefts,  who  were  fed  from  the  King's 
granaries  during  the  famine,  and  did  not  fell  their 
lands  to  the  Crown,  as  the  other  landholders  did  £ 
he  alfo  forefiw  that  God  would  withdraw  the  def- 
endants of  his  father  from  Egypt,  and  conduct  them 
into  the  land  which  he  had  promifed  to  their  an* 
ceftors,  or  he  would  not  have  adj  ured  them  to  take 
his  hemes  vviih  them. 

Mofes  forefkw  and  foretold  the  many  calamities  of 
Egypt  ;  the  deft rucuon  of  Pharaoh  and  his  army  : 
thete  were  facts  of  the  mod  public  nature,  to  which 
both   rations  were  witnefies  $  he   foretold,  Deut* 
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17th,  that  the  Children  of  Ifrael  would  get  poffeiiion 
of  the  land  of  Canaan*  and  in  the  courfe  of  time  elecl 
a  King.  Of  this  event  there  is  no  doubt ;  he  foretold 
that  they  and  their  King  would  be  carried  into  cap- 
tivity,  in  confequence  of  their  difobedience  to  the 
laws  which  he  eftabliftied.    This  alfo  happened. 

Jofliua  foretold  that,  the  man,  Who  would  re-build 
Jericho,  would  be  accurfed,  that  he  would  lofe  his 
iirft  born  in  laying  the  foundation  and  his  youngeft 
{'on  in  erecting  the  gates.  Jos.  4th  Chap.  This 
-event  took  place  many  ages  after,  when  Hielo  of 
Bethel  re-built  that  city  he  loft  Abiram  his  firft  born 
in  laying  the  foundation,  and  Segubhis  youngeft  in 
placing  the  gates ,  "  according  to  the  word  of  God, 
.by  his  fervant  Jofh.ua,"  faid  the  writer  3d  Book  of 
Kings,  16th  Chap* 

The  writer  paffes  unnoticed  many  other  events 
which  were  foretold*  and  cites  no  fact  but  fuch  as 
were  of  fuch  public  notoriety  that  not  even  the  flia- 
dow  of  a  doubt  can  fall  on  them,  nor  any  thing,* 
which  has  the  appearance  of  a  difficulty,  be  ftated 
againft  them.  In  like  manner  in  the  Books  of  the 
Prophets  are  events  foretold^  againft  the  accomplifh- 
ment  of  which  no  objection  can  lie  :  lfaias,  Chap,  5th, 
foretells  the  deftruclion  of  the  jews,  and  enumerates 
the  crimes,  which  caufed  the  calamity;  Chap.  7th 
he  foretold  that  the  Kings  of  Syria  and  Ifrael  would 
not  take  Jerufalem,  and  added  that  in  fixty  five  years^ 
Ephraim  would  ceafe  to  be  a  people,  which  prophecy 
was  fulfilled  by  Sennacherib  fending  a  new  colony 
to  Samaria;  4th  B.  of  Kings,  17th  Chap.  24th  v. 

The  deftruclion  of  Babylon  by  the  Medes  he  fore- 
told, and  its  devaluation  tor  ever,  Chap,  13th,  the 
ruin  ofMoab,  Chap.  1  ^th,  the  devaluation  of  Tyfe 
during  the  fpace  of  feventy  years  and  its  re-eftabliih- 
ment  after,  Chap.  22d, 

He 
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He  told  the  King  of  Juda,  Ezechias,  that  God  had 
added   fifteen  years  to  his  life,  Chap.  38th,  and  he 
added,  Chap.  39th,  that  all  the  treafures  which  he 
had  fhewn  through  vanity  to  the  Babylonian  arnbaf- 
dors,  would  be  carried  into  Babylon,  and  that  fome 
of  his  children  would  be  eunuchs  in  the  palace  of  the 
King  of  Babylon,  though    at  that  time  Ezechias  had 
no  child,  this  was  not  the  knguage  of  a  flattering 
courtier.    He  foretold  the   fuccefs  of  Gyrus  in  his 
wars  two  hundred  years  before  his  birth,  and  named 
him,  he  alio  added  that  Cyrus  would  re-build  the 
city  and  the  temple,  which  were  then  in  a  flourifliing 
ftate,  Chap.  44th  and  45th,.    The  writer  paffes  in 
filence  all  thefe  prophecies  againft  which  the  imagina- 
tion  of  the  Deift  may  offer  the  fhadow  of  an  argu- 
ment and  fimply  adduces  thefe,  of  the  event  of  which 
there  can  be  no  poflible  doubt. 

Jeremias  foretold  many  calamities  which  happened 
according  to  his  word,  and  for  which  he  fuffered  fe- 
verely.  The  writer  gives  an  inftance,  but  one  the 
moft  remarkable,  Chap.  2.5th,.  He  foretold  that  the 
inhabitants  of  Juda  would  be  tranfported  into  Baby- 
lon, and  ferve  the  Babylonians  during  the  fpace  of 
leventy  years,  that  at  the  expiration  of  thefe  fe- 
venty  years  God  would  judge  Babylon  and'  that  it 
would  be  deftroyed  for  ever.  "  Behold  (faith  the 
Lord)  I  will  fend  and  ailume  the  kindred  of  the  north 
and  Nebuchodonofor  my  fervant  on  this  land  and  on 

its  inhabitants,  and  thefe  nations  {hall  ferve  the 

King  of  Babylon  feventy  years,  and  when  thefe  feven- 
ty  years  are  expired  I  will  vifit  on  the  King  of  Baby- 
lon, and  on  that  nation,  their  iniquity,  and  on  the 
land  of  the  Chaldeans,  and  I  will  make  them  an  ever- 
lafting  folitude."  Of  the  accomplifhment  of  this  pro- 
phecy there  can  be  no  doubt,  the  writer  of  the  4th 
Book  of  Kings  gives  a  particular  defcnption  of  the 

event 


event*  25th  Chap,  and  the  author  of  Chronicles  con- 
cludes thus,  v.  17th,  "  he  brought  on  them  the  Ku  g 

of  the  Chaldeans  and  he  transferred  the  trea* 

fures  of  the  temple,  of  the  King,  and  of  the  Princes, 
into  Bab) Ion,  the  -  enemy  burned  the  Koufe  of  God 
and  deftr'oyed  the  wall  of  Jerusalem  .  .  .  .  if  any  man 
efcaped  the  fword,  he  was  carried  into  Babylon,  and 
ferved  the  King  and  his  fops  until  the  King  of  Peifia 
Xeigned  , . . .  .  until  the  feventy  years  were  fulfilled  in 
the  firft  year  of  Cyrus,  King  of  Perfia  .  .  ♦  .  he  ordered 
to  be  proclaimed  in  his  whole  kingdom,  even  by 
writing,  thus  faith  C  yrus,  King  'of  the  Perfians  :  the 
Lord  God  of  Heaven  gave  me  all  the  kingdoms  of 
the  earth,  and  he  commanded  me  to  build  him  a" 
houfe  in  jerufalem."  .  . . .: .fulfilling-  at  tlie  fame  time 
the  prophecies  of  Ifaias  and  jeremi  is. 

What  fhadow  of  objection  can  imagination  fuggcfl 
againit  the  prophecies  of  Daniel  ?  'Ihe  events  which 
he  foretold  were  of  the  utmoft  importance  to  the 
whole  civilized  world.    Chap.  2  he  tells  Nebuchodo- 
nofor  the  vifion  which  he  had  forgotten,  and  all  the 
events  which  were  hgnified  in  it.  ?  Chap.  4th,  he  told 
the  King  the  fevere  fentence  which  was  paffed  again fl; 
liim,  and  the  execution  of  which  fhortly  after  fol- 
lowed.   Chap,  jth;  he  explained  to  Baltaflar  a  more 
dreadful  fentence,  which  was  written  in  myflerious 
characters  on  the  wail,  announcing  the  death  of  that 
tjnfortunate  prin.ee,  and  the  ceftruciion  of  his  empire 
the  fame  night. ;  Zenophon's  account  of  that  event 
agrees  perfectly  with  the  Prophet's.    "  Baltaflar," 
fays  the  Prophet  made  a  greai  featl  for  his  nobles,  a 
thoufand,  and  they  drank  each  man  according  to  his 
age  they  drank  wine  and  praifed  their  gods  $ 

gold  and  filver,  brafs  and  iron,  wood  and  ftone, . .  •  . . 
f  when,"  faid  the  hiflorian, "  Cyrus  heard  that  there 
>vas  a  great  feftival  in  Babylon,  and  that  ail  the  Baby- 
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lonians  drank  and  cat  the  whole  night  long,  as  foon 
as  it  was  dark  he  opened  the  channels  which  were 
previoufly  cut  near  to  the  river,    and  turned  the 
water  into  the  marfh  NicHris.    Thus  Babylon  fell 
in  a  drunken  fit.    The  accounts  of  both  writers  co- 
incide,   Chap.  8th,  he  relates  a  vifion  and  explains 
it  :  "  The  ram  .....  is  the  King  of  the  Medes  and 
Perfians,  .and  the  goat  the  King  of  the  Greeks,  the 
great  horn  between  its  eyes  the  firft  King  (Alexander; 
and  the  four  horns  which  rcfe  when  the  firft  was 
broken  four  Kin^s  of  the  fame  nation  but  not  in  his 
flrength/3' "  Jofephus  the  hiftorian  fays  that  when 
Alexander  faw  this  prophecy   in  which  he  himfeli: 
was  fo  clearly  foretold,  and  his  conqueft  of  the  Medes 
and  Perfians  under  the  figure  of  the  g^at  breaking  the 
ram's  two  horns,  and  trampling  on  the  body,  he 
{pared   the  city  of  Jerufaiem,  which  he  intended  to 
have  deflroyed.  }  And  Chap,  nth,  Daniel  feems  to 
write  a  hiftory  of  fucceeding  Princes,  and  their  wars, 
which  the  events  have  literally  verified,  his  account 
is  fo  minute,  and  correct,  that  fome  Heathen  Philo- 
fophers  preffed  by  the  primitive  Chriftians  on  {he 
fubjecl,  finding  it  impoffible  to  decline  the  force  of 
Daniel's  authority,  pretended  that  the  hifcory  had 
been  fuppofed  by  the  Chriftians,  and  written  after 
the  events  had  happened,    However  the  Jews,  who 
are  preffed  by  Daniel's  authority  more  forcibly  than 
the  Heathens,  never  accufed  the  Chriftians  of  any 
fuppofition  or  interpolation. 

The  Prophet  Ezekiel  not  only  foretold  events  in 
the  mod:  fimple  manner,  but  his  very  actions  were 
exprefilveof  the  events.  Chap.  12th,  v.  7,  "  I  done/' 
fays  the  Prophet,  "  as  God  commanded  me  ;  I  pro- 
duced my  veffels  as  a  man  going  into  captivity  by 
day,  and  in  the  evening,  I  made  an  opening  in  the 
wall  with  my  hand,  and  I  went  forth  in  the  dark, 

and 
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and  was  carried  on  men's  moulders  in  their  fight.** 

  loth  v,  6 '  fay  to  them,  thus  faith  the  Lord 

God  of  Ifrael,  this  burden  is  on  the  Prince,  who  is  in 
Jerufalem,  and  on  the  whole  Houfe  of  Ifrael,  who  is 

in  the  midfl  of  them  as  I  have  done*  fo  will- be 

done  to  them  ;  they  will  remove  from  their  dwel- 
lings and  go  into  captivity,  and  the  Prince,  who  is 
in  the  midft  of  them,  mall  be  carried  on  moulders, 
he  mail  go  forth  in  the  dark,  they  mall  dig  through 
the  wall  to  bring  him  out,  his  face  mall  be  covered 
that  he  may  not  fee  the  ground  with  his  eyes,  and  I 
will  fpread  my  net  over  him  and  he  mall  be  taken  in 
tny.net,  and  I  will  bring  him  to  Babylon  into  the 
land  of  the  Chaldeans,  and  he  fhall  not  fee  it,  and 
there  he  fhall  die."  The  Prophet  is  more  explicit  if 
psffibk,  in  the  17th  Chap,  he  there  afiigns  the  rea- 
ibn  why  the  King  of  Babylon  would  put  out  Sedecias's 
eyes,  becaufe  he  was  to  break  his  oath  of  fide- 
lity. We  know  from  the  writer  of  Chronicles 
terminating  his  work  that  this  prophecy  was  literally 
fulfilled.  In  the- 29th  Chap,  is  foretold  the  deftruc- 
tion  of  Egypt  during  the  fp^ce  of  forty  years,  and- 
after  that  time  its  re  eflablifhment,  but  never  in  its 
former  power  or  fplendor.  Of  the  truth  of  this  pro- 
phecy we  ourfelves  are  witneiTes.  In  the  35th  Chap, 
lie  announces  the  perpetual  deftruclioo  of  the  Idu- 
mceans,  which  happened  accordingly. 

A  number  of  prophecies,  againft  which  no  objection 
can  be  ftated,  are  paffed  in  fiience,  they  all  have  the 
fame  tendency,  that  is,  to  authenticate  the  million  of 
the  Prophets,  and  enforce  obedience  to  the  law  of 
God.  In  thefe  Prophets  we  find  men  born  at  different, 
periods  during  a  {pace  of  many  centuries,  and,  in  dif- 
ferent countries,  differing  in  t  heir  occupations,  placed- 
in  the  different  ranges  of  life  from  the  Prince  on  the 
throne  to  the  Shepherd  in  the  field,  yet  no  contra- 
diction 
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diction  in  iheir  writings,  no  inconhftency,  a  perfect 
coincidence  in  all,  evidently  mewing  that  the  fame 
ipirit  animated  them  all.  Compare  this  agreement 
of  the  Prophets  to  the  difputes,  the  diffentions,  the 
contradictions  of  Philofophers  ancient  and  modern  ; 
filence,  prejudice,  paflion  and  party  fpirit  confult  un- 
biaffed  reafon,  and  it  will  tell  you  that  the  Prophets 
were  directed  by  the  fpirit  of  truth,  which  is  one  and 
the  fame  in  ail  times,  and  places  ;  and  the  Philofophers 
under  the  influence  of  the  fpirit  of  error,  which 
ihifts  with  every  wind. 

From  fome  texts  in  the  Pentateuch,  which  appear  to 
have  been  written  after  Mofes's  death,  it  was  inferred 
that  he  was  not  the  author  of  that  work  ;  but  if  it  be 
confidered  t hat  Mofes  foretold  many  things  which  hap- 
pened after  his  death,,  this  difficulty  vanifhes  ;  he  fore- 
fa  w  and  foretold  his  death,  and  the  manner  of  his  death, 
Why  not  his  funeral  ?  It  is  true  that  Mofes  fpeaks  of 
himfelf  in  the  courfe  of  the  work  as  of  an  indifferent 
perfon,  and  even  fays  that  he  was  the  moft  meek  of 
men  ;  it  is  not  unufual  for  a  writer  to  fpeak  of  him- 
felf in  the  third  perfon  :  Csefar  gives  us  a  fpecimen  in 
his  commentaries.  As  to  the  praife  which  Mofes  be- 
*  ftows  on  himfelf  it  was  not  from  himielf,  but  from 
the  fpirit  of  truth,  which  influenced  and  directed 
him,  he  in  the  fame  fimple  manner  tells  his  infidelity 
at  the  waters  of  Meribah,  and  its  confequent  punilh- 
rnent  death,  before  he  entered  the  land  of  promiie, 
which  he  fo  ardently  defired.  Never  was  book  more 
authentic  than  the  Pentateuch,  nor  author  more  cer- 
tain than  Mofes  :  the  whole  Jewifh  nation  atteft  it 
now,  as  they  did  at  all  times  without  a  dhTentient 
voice  ;  their  different  feds  of  Pharifees,  and  Saducees 
and  Libertines,  Jews  and  Samaritans,  though  difa- 
greeing  in  every  thing  elfe,  all  agree  in-this. 

All  the  books,  which  have  been  written  poflerior 

to 


to  the  Pentateuch  afcrihe  it  to  Mofes  :  God  fays  to 
Jofh'ua,  i  Ch.  4;  take  courage,  and  be  very  valiant  to 
obferve,  and  to  fulfil  the  whole  law,  which  my  fervant 
Mofes  has  commanded  thee  .  let  not  the  book?* 

of  this  law  depart  from  thy  m^uth,  and  thou  (halt 
meditate  on  it  day  and  iiight,  that  thou  majeft  ob- 
ferve and  do  all  things  written  in  it.  The  la\v  was 
therefore  written  before  Jofiiua  took  the  comm and 
of  the  Children  of  iXrael,  and  Mofes  had  delivered  it. 
Four  hundred,  and  thirty  eight  year?  after,  David 
immediately  before  his  death  (ays  to  his  fon  Solo- 
mon, 3d.  B.  of  K.  Ch.  2.  v.  3,  "  take  courage,  and 
be  a  man,  that  you  may  obferve  the  obfervances  of 
the  Lord  your  God,  th.it  you  may  walk  in  his  ways 
and  keep  his  ceremonies,  his  precepts,  his  judgments, 
his  tefHnionies  as  is  written  in  the  law  of  Mofes." 
The  writer  of  the  4th  B.  of  K.  Chap.  21 ,  enumera- 
ting the  crimes  of  M  mattes,  (ays,  that5  he  placed 
an  idol  of  the  grove,  which  he  had  made  in  the  tern- 
pie  of  the  Lord,  of  which  the  Lord  had  f aid  to  David 
and  to  Solomon  his  fo'n,  in  this  temple  and  in  jeru- 
falem,  which!  have  chofen  out  ot  all.  the  tribes  of 
Ifrael  I  will  put  my  name  for  ever  ;  and  I  will  nor 
remove  the  foot  of  Ifrael  from  this  land,  which  I  gave" 
to  their  fathers,  only  if  they  will  obferve  to  do  all, 
which  I  have  commanded  them  according  to  the  law, 
which  my  fervant  Mofes  commanded  them-"  The 
writer  of  the  2d.  B.  of  Chronicles,  fpeaking  of  the 
Celebrated  Paffover,  which  was  obferved  in  Jofias's 
reign,  fays  that  the  ceremonies  were  obferved  4'  as  is 
written  in  the  book  of  ?vIofes." 

In  the  iftEfdras,  Chap.  3d,  it  is  faid,  "  that  they 
(the.  jews)  built  the  Altar  of  the  God  of  Ifrael,  that 
they  might  offer  holocavjh  upon  it,  as  is  written  in  the 
law  of  Mofes,  the  man  of  Gad,"  It  is  ufelefs  to  cite 
more  ;  all  the  writers  of  the  Old  Teilament  as  well 
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frs  ail  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftament  afcribe  the 
Pentateuch  to  iVIofes.  ;  The  Heathen  authors  afcribe 
the  Jewiih  religion  to  Moles  as  do  the  Jews  them- 
felves  :  Jofephus  againfi  Appion,  Book  ift,  adduces 
proofs  of  the  Jewiih  antiquity  from  the  writings  of 
Pheneciaris,  Egyptians  and  Greeks  ;  and  in  his  An- 
tiquities of  the  Jews  he  efrablifhes  that  truth  beyond 
the  ponlbility  of  doubt.  , 

Juftin,  the  martyr,  iri  His  exhortation  to  the 
Greeks,  proves  to  them,  from  the  writing  s  of  their 
anceilors,  that  Mofes  was  far  more  ancient  than  their 
fages,  their  hiftorians,  their  philofophers  or  legifla- 
tors.  Noi  10,  he  faysj  thefe  things,  O  Greeks,  wri- 
ter:', ft  rangers  to  our  religion,  have  written  con- 
cerning the  antiquity  of  Mofes,  and  they  faid  that 
they  had  them  from  the  Egpytian  pfiefts  amongfl 
whom  Mofes  was  born. 

Tatian,  in  his  oration  againlt  the  Greeks,  fays,  No, 
26,  "let  H  nier  be  prefent  at  the  Trojan  war,  and 
let  him  have  fought  with  Agamemnon,  or  let  him,  if 
any  man  defires  it,  have  lived  before  letters  are  faid  to 
be  found,  it  is  yet  manifeft  that  Mofes  was  many 
years  prior  to  the  deuruclion  of  Troy,  as  he  flourim- 
ed  long  before  the  building  of  that  city,  as  witneffes 
of  this  truth  I  {hall  adduce  Chaldeans,  Phenecians 
and  Egyptians.  He  proceeds  to  cite  thefe  authors, 
Nos.  36,  37,  38,  and  No.  41,  {hews  that  Mofes  is 
more  ancient  than  all  the  writers  known  to  us  before 
Homer . 

Tbeophilus,  in  his  third  book  to  Autolkus,  No. 
20  and  21,  {hews  the  antiquity  of  Mofes  from  the 
writings  of  Manethon,  a  famous  Egyptian  prieft, 
which  were  then  extant,  but  are  now  loft. C£  Though/' 
fays  Theophilus,  "  he  tells  many  fabulous  tales  in 
favour  of  the  Egyptians,  and  tittered  blafphemies 
againft  Mofes,  and  the  Hebrews  who  followed  him, 
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yet  from  his  account  it  appears  that  they  Were  nine 
hundred  years  before  the  Trojan  war. 

Origenes,  in  his  memorable  work  againft  Celfus 
the  Heathen  philofopher,  writes  thus,  B.  i,  No.  16, 
*;  I  wonder  that  Celfus,  who  ranks  the  Odryfes,  the 
Samothracians,  the  Hyperborean  Cluftni  amongft.  the 
moft  wife,  and  ancient  nations,  does  not  deign  to 

s  give  the  Jews  a  place  either  amongft  wife,  or  ancient 
people,  though  there  be  many  Egyptians,  Pheneci- 
ans  and  Greeks,  who  atteft  their  antiquity.  It  would 
benfelefs  to  adduce  thefe  -writers  whom  any  perfon 
may  fee  in  Jofephus*  two  books  of  the  Antiquities  of 
the  Jews :  there  many  are  collected  by  the  author, 
who  give  teftimony  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Jews. 
The  book  of  the  younger  Tatian  againft  the  Gentiles 
is  in  every  body's  hands  ;  in  it  he,  with  great  eru- 
dition, adduces  the  hiftorians  who  attefi  the  antiquity 
of  Mofes  and  the  Jews*  It  is  therefore  certain  that 
Celfus  has  no  regard  to  truth,  that  he  is  influenced 
by  a  fpiteful  hatred  to  the  Chriftian  religion,  which 
derives  from  the  Jews. "  A  man  would  imagine  that 
this  intelligent  writer  reafoned  againft  a  modern  phi- 
lofophift.  There  is  however  this  difference  between 
Celfus  and  our  modern  fcribblers,  that  Celfus  was 
deeply  verfed  in  all  the  fciences  taught  in  the  Heathen 

1  fchools,  and  offered  in  defence  of  error  the  plaufible 
reafons,  which  his  imagination  furnifhed  ;  they  on 
the  contrary,  ignorant  in  the  extreme,  are  reduced  to 
colled  the  fragments  of  his  works  which  yet  re- 
main. Thefe  they  obtrude  on  the  uninformed  as 
the  fruits  of  their  deep  refearches  into  antiquity. 

Men  of  real  fcience  minutely  difcuiling  every  ex- 
preffion  of  the  Pentateuch,  in  order  to  remove  that 
obfeurity,  in  which  events  of  remote  antiquity  muff 
appear  immerfed  to  the  generality  of  readers,  have 
indirectly  enabled  our  Scioliftsto  add  to  thefe  frag- 
ments 
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merits  fome  other  feeming  difficulties    againft  the 
authenticity  of  that  work  :  thus,  for  example,  it  is 
faid  in  Deut.  i.  f;  **■  thefe  are  the  words  which  Mo* 
fes  fpoke  to  Ifrael  beyond  the  Jordan."    Hence  it  k 
inferred  that  this  book  was  written  by  fome  perfon 
after  the  Ifraelites  had  paffed  the  Jordan,  but  in  the 
original  text  it  is  Beheber  which  fignifies  in  the  paf- 
iage,  or  oppofite  the  paffage  of  Jordan,  and  the  fenfe 
is  determined  by  the  context  :  the  author  immedi- 
ately adds  :  "  in  the  wiidernefs  in  the  folitude  oppo- 
fite  Suph,  the  Red  Sea,  between  Pharan,  andThop- 
hel,  and  Laban,  and  Chaforeth,"  that  is  in  the  wii- 
dernefs where  Mofes  had  given  his  inflructions  to  the 
anceftors  of  thefe  men,  to  whom  they  were  then  re- 
peated. 

As  the  laws,  which  Mofes  recapitulated  in  the 
book  of  Deuteronomy  and  others,  which  he  then 
fubjoined,  were  to  be  read  on  every  feventh  year  for 
fucceeding  generations,  the  facred  penman  fpeaking 
of  himfelf,  might  with  great  propriety  have  faid, 
"  thefe  are  the  words,  which  Mofes  fpoke  beyond  the 
Jordan,"  hence  the  tranflator  was  perfectly  correcl, 
though  he  did  not  give  precifely  the  fenfe  of  the  ori. 
ginal  text. 

From  this  and  fimilar  expreflions  fome  thought 
Efdras  author  of  the  Pentateuch,  though  in  his  wri- 
tings the  contrary  be  manifeft  :  it  is  faid,  ift  Efd. 
iii.  2,  "  Jofhua  the  fon  of  Jofedee  arofe  and  his  bre- 
thren the  priefts  and  they  built  an  attar  cf 

the  God  of  Ifrael  to  offer  holocaiifts  on  it,  as  it  is  writ- 
ten in  the  law  of  Mofes  Bethorath  Majcheh,  and  v. 
1 8,  they  appointed  Priefts  in  their  orders,  and  Le~ 
vites  in  their  turns  over  the  works  in  Jerufalern,  as 
it  is  written  in  the  book  of  Mofes."  The  text  fays 
t;  as  the  book  of  Mofes  has  written."  Chi  chaihab 
fepher  Mofcheb.  This  order  was  given  by  Mofes, 
Num.  iii.  a/id  v iii .  la 


189 

In  the  2d.  of  Efd.  viii.  we  read  :  "  the  Scribes  (aid 
to  Efdras,  bring  the  book  of  the  law  of  Mofes: 
Lehabi  eih  Sepher  fhorath  Mofcheb  .  ....    And  Efdras 
the  Prieft  brought  the  law  .....  and  they  read  in 
the  book,  in  the  law  of  the  Lord,  Befepher  B?thorath> 
diftin&ly.  and  intelligibly.  In  the  Xt^tfom  fecheU  that  is 
giving  the  fenfe  of  its  contents.  After  the  captivity,  few 
if  any  of  the  people  taken  from  Jndea  remained,  their 
children  born  in  Ghaldea  had  corrupted  the  language 
of  their  anceftors  ;  mixing  it  with  Chaldaic  terms,  and 
phrafes,  they  formed   the  Syriac  language,  which 
they  continued  to  fpeak  to  the  deftrudion  of  their 
Republic.    The  Hebrew  text  written  by  Mofes  many 
of  them  did  not  underftand,  Efdras  '  explained  it  to 
them  in  the  language  which  they  underftood,  but 
left  the  writen  text  as  he  found  it.  .  This  appears  evi- 
dently from  the  many  Chaldaic  words  in  the  books 
written  by  Efdras,   not  one  of  which  are  to  be  found 
in  the  Pentateuch.   It  is  probable  that  many  copies  of 
the  Scripture  were  deftroyecl  '  when  the  city  and 
temple  were  confumed  by  fire,  but  there  was  an  im- 
menfe  number  of  copies  in  the  hands  of  the  Prophets, 
Priefts  and  Levites  who  efcaped,    |t  was  ordered  by 
Mofes,  Deut.  XVII.  that  the  King  mould  tranferibe 
the  law  from  a  copy  attefted;  genuine  by  the  Priefts 
of  the  Levitical  Tribe.  Their  a^teftation  was  fuilicient 
to  authenticate  the  copy.    Many  copies  muft  have 
been  in  their  hands,  nor  were  they  confined  to  the 
Tribe  of  Levi :  Mofes  gave  copies  to  ail  the  heads,  of 
families,  Deut.  XXXI.    It  is  not  in  the  nature  of 
things  that  fo  many  copies,  and  authentic  tranferipts, 
of  a  book,  which  contained  the  public  records  of 
t\\e  nation,  determined  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of 
the  national  religion,  mould  have  perifhed. 
-  Names  of  cities  grown  obfolete  might  have  been 
changed  with   great  propriety,  though  of  this  we 
'  ,    1    \  '■■    ".         :  ,  ":  have- 
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have  no  certainty  ;  the  names  now  In  the  text  might 
have  pre-exifted  :  thus  it  is  faid  in  Gen.  XIVS  14, 
46  Abraham  puifued  them  (the  men  who  had  taken 
Lot)  as  far  as  Dan"  It  would  appear  from  Jud. 
XVIII.  that,  this  city,  in  Mofes's  time  called  Lais, 
received  the  name  of  Dan  from  the  600  men  of  that 
Tribe,  who  robbed  Micha  of  his  idol.  If  Mofes  had 
written  Lais,  Dan  might  have  been  fubftituted  in 
after  times  without  any  inconvenience.  It  is  more 
probable  that  Mofes  (poke  not  of  the  city  but  of  the 
fountain  called  Dan  :  we  know  from  Jofephus,  Lib. 
1  Cap.  10.  de  Ant,  that  the  Jordan  took  its  name 
from  two  fountains  the  one  called  Jor  the  other  Dam 
Mofes  adds,  ibid,  ff  that  Abraham  overcame  them, 
and  purlued  them  as  f'arasChobah  to  the  left  of 
pamafcus.,  which  pUce  is  near  the  fources  of  the  Jor^ 
dan."  '  > 

In  like  manner,  Hebron  which  is  frequently  men- 
tioned in  the  Pentateuch,  is  thought  to  have  receiv- 
ed itg  name  from  Hebron,  fon  to  Caleb  after  Mofes*s 
death,  it  had  been  called  of  old  Caraith  Arbe,  Joihua 
XIV.  It  *s  plain  from  the  context  that  it  was  called 
Hebron  before  Caleb's  fon  pollened  it  ;  it  was  not 
from  him  therefore  that  it  took  the  name,  but  from 
fpme  chieftain  of  the  Ca.naanites.  Joihua  marks  that 
it  was  called  originally  Cariartb  Arbe,  which  might 
have  been  long  before  Mofes,  as  the  city  was  built 
feven  years  before  Tanis,  the  rapft  ancient  city  in 
Egypt,  Num.  XIIL  23." 

An  expreflfion,  not  uncommon  in  Scripture,  the 
name  continues  to  the  prefent  day,  feems  to  indicate  a 
great  lapfe  of  time  between  the  event  and  the  relati- 
on of  it,  yet  we  find  it  in  St.  Matthew  who  wrote 
fhortly  after  the  events,  which  he  relates  :  f  for  this 
the  field  was  called  Haceldama  the  field  of  blood  to 
the  prefent  day,  XXVII,  3.    And  XX VIII.  '"this 

was 
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was  divulged  among  the  Jews  to  the  prefent  day." 
In  the  fame  manner  Mofes  had  faid,  Deut.  111.  14, 
that  the  poffeffions  of  Jair,  fon  of  Manaffcs,  were 
called  Havoth  Jair,  that  is  the  villages  of  Jair,  to  the 
frejent  day>  thereby  fignifying  that  n©  change  had 
taken  place  in  the  name  during  the  lapfe  of  fome 
years  previous  to  his  writing. 

Other  expreffions  are  found  in  the  Pentateuch, 
which  feem  to  indicate  that  the  writer  had  lived  af- 
ter the  expulficn  of  the  Canaanites :  thus  it  is  faida 
Gen.  XIL  6,  "  Abraham  paffed  over  the  land  to  the 
place  of  Sechem.  The  Canaanite  was  then  in  the 
land."  And  XIII.  7,  "  the  Canaanite  and  Pheri- 
zite  were  then  in  the  land.35  The  writer  if  properly 
underftood  fays  limply  that  they  were  then  eftablifhed 
in  that  country,  az  Jofheb  Raarets,  he  neither  fays  nor 
infinuates  that  they  had  been  expelled  ;  he  indirectly 
fhews  the  Patriarch's  faith  and  confidence  in  God, 
who  ventured  to  fojourn  amongft  a  wicked  people, 
from  whofe  enormity  and  rapacity  he  had  every 
thing  to  fear. 

Facts  are  related  in  the  Pentateuch,  which  are 
thought  to  have  happened  after  the  death  of  Mofess 
hence  it  is  inferred  by  fome  Sciohfts  that  he  was  not 
the  author,  thus  we  read,  Gen.  XXXVI.  c<  Thefe  are 
the  Kings  who  reigned  in  Edom  before  the  children 
of  Ifraei  had  a  King."  And  in  the  XVI.  of  Exodus, 
"  the  Children  of  Ifraei  eat  manna  40  years  until  they 
came  to  the  habitable  land.  They  were  fupported  by 
this  food  until  they  came  to  the  borders  of  Canaan ;  we 
know  from  Jofhua,  Y.  12,  that  the  manna  did  not 
ceafe  until  after  the  death  of  Mofes,  in  the  V-  12.  of 
Deut.  it  is  faid,  "  the  Horrei  dwelt  in  Seir,  whom 
the  Children  of  Efau  expelled,  and  deftroyed  and  dwelt 
there,  as  Ifraei  did  in  the  land  of  their  poiTedion."  It  is 
true  many  facts  and  events  are  related  by  Mofes,  which 
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happened  aFter  his  death,  the  natural  inference  is  that 
he  was  divinely   infpired  :  for  there  is  but  the  pref- 
erence of  God,  which  extends  to  diftant  events  de- 
pending on  contingencies.  Mofes  therefore  might  have 
related  the  events  adduced  though  taking  effect  after 
his  death  with  the  fame  certainty  that  he  did  many  o- 
thers  at  more  diftant  periods,  he  foretold  that  the 
people  of  Ifrael  after  taking  poffeftion  of  the  promifed 
land  would  conftitute  a  King  to  reign  over  thernfelves, 
and  then  prefcrihed  his  duties,  Deut,  XVII.  that  they 
and  their  King  would  be  carried  into  captivity,  DeiUo 
XXVIII.  that  there  would  be  a  certain  place  chofen  by 
God  for  the  building  of  his  temple,  in  which  he  or- 
ders them  to  offer  their  facrhlces  not  elfewhere,  Deut. 
XII.  he  alfo  charged   them  to  exterminate  Amalic 
when  God  would  give  them  reft  in  the  country,  which 
he  would  fubjecr.  co  them,  this  order  was  executed 
by  Saul  and  David*    It  is  not  unufual  with  the  Pro- 
phets to  fpeak  of  events,  which  they  know  will  in- 
fallibly happen,  as  already  paft.    Hence  Mofes  might 
have  related  events,  which  he  knew  to  be  at  hand* 
as  if  they  had  already  happened.    Thus  he  relates  his 
death,  the  manner  of  his  death,  and  the  circumftances 
attending  it.  In  the  fame  manner  he  might  have  re- 
lated the  events  adduced,  though  it  is  probable  that 
fome  of  them  happened  before  his  death  :  from  the 
death  of  Ifaac  when  Efau  took  poffefilon  of  Edom  to 
Mofes's  appointment  to  the  fupreme  command  of 
p  Ifrael,  two  hundred  and  thirty  fix  years  had  elapfed,  in 
that  time  eight  Kings  might  have  reigned  in  Edom, 
and  eleven  Chieftains  in  different  departments.  That 
Mofes  was  King   in  Ifrael  is  manifeft  not  only 
from   his  exerciftng  regal   authority,  but  becaufe 
he  is  exprefsly  called  King  in  the  XXX III.  5.  of  Deut. 
va  jahi  bejishoovour  mclek. 

Long  before  his  death  the  Children  of  Ifrael,  had 

taken 


taken  poffeffidn  df  the  .kingdoms  of  Og  and  Sehon, 
Mofes  had  (kid,  Deut.  HI.  12,  13,  c*  at  that  time  we. 
paffed  the  land  from  Aroer,  which  is  on  the  hank  of 
the,  brook:  Arnold  to  the  middle  of  the  mountain  of 
Gnlaad,  thefe  cities  I  gave  to  Reuben  and  Gad  ;  the 
/  remainder  of  Galaad,  and  all  Bafon  of  the.  kingdom 
of  Og,  I x gave  to  the  half  tribe  of  ^Minaffes.'l  He 
might  therefore  have  faid  that  the  Children  of  Ifrael 
had  expelled  the  former  poffefTors  of,  that  land,  as  the 
children  of  Efau  had  expelled  tlie  Hbrrei  from  Seir* 

jofeph  iri  prifon  Had  faid  to  Pharaoh's  cup  bearer 
that  he  was  brought  clandeftinely  from  the  land  of 
the  Hebrews,  Gen.  XLu  This  ihadow  is  feized  by 
ctur  philrjfbph'ifls the  land,  fay  they,  belonged  to 
the  Canaanltes,  it  .  was  called  the  land  of  Canaan. 
This  is  true  of  the  country  at  targe,  but  the  He- 
brews pofl'effed  a  p^rrt :  Abraham's  defcendants  were 
then  numerous  from  the  lands  which  they  poffeffed. 
Joiephhad  beenftolen.  Add.  to  this  that  jofeph  well 
knew  that  vvhole  country  had  been  promifed  to  the 
Hebrews  by  God  the  Sovereign  Difpofer  of  allcoun- 
tries.  He  therefore  juftly  called  it  the  land  of  the 
Hebrews.  7  . 

There  are  in  the  Pentateuch  cXpreffions  bbfcure  in 
themfelves,  which  are  eau'y  diftorted  from  the  in- 
tended figni  heat  ion.  They  have  been  minutely  dif- 
cuffed,  and  all  feeming  inconhftencies  fatisfactorily 
reconciled,  by  men  the  mo  ft  intelligent,  and  of  the 
moft  profound  erudition,  a  Toftat,  a  Caimet,  &c. 

The  malignity  of  a  Celfus,  of  au  apoilate  Julian^ 
had  recourle  to  the  fables  of  a  Manethon,  of  a  Che* 
remon  ;  a  man  is  furprifed  to  hear  Tacitus  affert  that 
the  object  of  the  Jewilh  worfhip  was  an  afs's  head, 
this  tale  he  borrowed  from  Appion's  furious  decla- 
mation againft  the  Jews,  who  refufed  to  erect  ftatues 
to  Caligula,  or  to  fwear  by   his  name.    All  thefe 
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fables  have  been  folidly  refuted  by  Jofephus,  in  his 
books  againft  Appion,  by  Origines  againft  Celfus, 
by  Cyril  againft  Julian  the  apoftate,  and  other  early 
writers.    It  was    referved   for  modern  Sceptics  to 
collecf.  all  the  fragments  of  Heathen  impiety  from 
thefe  works,  in  which  they  have  been  refuted,  and 
to  add  all,  that  reftlefs  imagination  can  fugged  in  order 
to  diminifh,  if  poffible,  the  force  of  that  Divine  re- 
velation, which  denouncing  ven^ence    againft  fen- 
fuility  and  vanicy,  the  PhilofophifVs  idols,  fills  him 
with  terrors  and   anxiety  in  this  life,  and  devotes 
him  to  excruciating  torments  in  the  next. 

A  man,  famous  in  the  annals  of  modern  philofophy, 
writing  to  a  brother  Atheift,  wifhes  him  fleep  and  a 
good  appetite,  the  only  Gods,  laid  he,  which  I  adore. 
His  Divinities  were  ungrateful :  reftlefs  ambition,  and 
its  confequent  cares,  and  fatigues*4iad  banifhed  fleep 
from  his  wearied  eyes,  and  fatiety  had  depraved  and 
ruined  his  voracious  appetite,  fo  true  it  is  that  the 
impious  man  is  always  the  victim  of  his  crimes  : 
"  perfecutionem  pqffi  ab  ifjis  faBh  fuis'* 

The  five   books  of  the  Pentateuch  arc  perfectly 
correfpondent,  a  partial  interpolation  in  one,  would 
have  introduced  an  inconfiftency  with  the  others,  and 
a  total  change  was  impoffible.    Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  in 
thefe  books   the  religious  rites  and  ceremonies  of 
the  Jewifh  people,  and  their  civil  polity  were  defined, 
and  the  miracles  recorded  in  them  were  commemora- 
ted by  folemn  feflivals  ;  their  deliverance  from  Egypt, 
by  the  feftival  of  Eafter,  or,  as  they  called  it,  the 
Pafs  over,  becaufe  the  exterminating  Angel,  feeing, 
the  blood  of  the  Pafchal  Lamb,  paffed  over  the  houfes 
of  the  Ifraelites,  whilfl  he  flew  the  firft  born  in  every 
houfe  in  Egypt,  a  peftilence  makes  no  diftinclion  be- 
vween  the  firft  born,  and  the  fecond  or  third.  Hence 
the  offering  of  the  firft  born  in  the  Temple,  and  the 
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affurhption  of  the  whole  tribe  of  Levi  in  place  of  all 
the   firft  born   then  in  Being.    By  what  pofiibility 
could  this  whole  tribe  have  been  felecled  for  the 
lervice  of  the  tabernacle  and  the  tempie,  and  continue 
in  that  fervice  until  the  total  deftruction  of  the  Jew- 
ish republic,  in  commemoration  df  this  miracle,  if  no 
fuch  prodigy  had  been  effected?  In  like  manner  the 
promulgation  of  the  law  on  Mount  Siriai  was  comme- 
morated by  the  folemnity  of  Pentecoft  ;  and  the  Jews 
were  taught  to  remember  that  their  anceftors  lived  in 
tents,  by  the  Feaft  of  Tabernacles.  All  the  books  of  the 
Old  Teftarnent  pre-fuppofe  the  law  of  Mofe^;  refer  t© 
it,  teach  the  fame  morality,  which  is  contained  in  it, 
tfiough  written  in  different  ages  there  is  a  perfect 
coincidence.    Copies   of  the  Pentateuch  were  giveii 
to  all  heads  of  families,  Deut.  XXXI.    They  were  or- 
dered to  meditate  on  the  law,  and  inflrucl  their  chil- 
dren in  it,  Deut.  VI.  It  is  cited  in  a  fpecial  manner  by 
Jofua  fi  111.  XX  III.  in  the  3  Kings  IL  in  the  4  Kings, 
XIV.  XXIII.  Efdrasi  VIII.  EccL  XXIV.  and  elfewhere, 
fuch  was  the  zeal  of  the  jews  in  defence  of  this  law, 
that  they  facrificed  life  itfelf  rather  than  renounce  it  i 
read  the  hiftory  of  the  Maccabees  :  we  know  with 
what  felentlefs  fury  they  perfecuted  the  Chriftians, 
who  firft  taught  that  the  ceremonial  part  of  the  law 
was  abrogated,  no  change  ^therefore  or  interpolation 
was  pofiible  during  the  Jewifh  cHfpeflfation  ;  after  the 
eftablifhment  of  chriftianity,  if  the  jews  intended  to 
interpolate  or  faliify,  the  Chriftians  would  not  permit 
them. 

Mofes  after  he  had  given  copies  of  the  law  to  the 
pr lefts  and  to  all  the  heads  of  families,  and  ordered  it 
to  be  read  for  the  people  every  feventh  year  at  the 
feftival  of  Tabernacles,  directed  the  Levites  to  depofit 
the  original  in  the  fide  of  the  Ark  of  the  covenant, 
*fc  It  will,  faid  he.,  hz  there  a  witnefs  againft  you,  hcja 

foam 


\ 

Jham  Iced  beka*  Deut.  XXXI.  This  original  by  the  hanc$ 
of  M&fess  2  Par.  XXXIV.  14,  which  probably  was 
concealed  from  the  fury  of  Manaffes  and  Amon  in 
fome  recefs  of  the  temple,  was  found  by  Helkias  thp 
high  prieft  in  the  reign  of  Jofias,  4  Kings,  XXII,  that 
Prince  amazed  and  terrified  ordered  Helkias  and 
others  to  inquire  of  the  Lord  by  fome  Prophet,  if  the 
calamities  denounced  againft  the  difooedience  of  the 
Jews  in  the  law  were  then  impending.  It  was  anfwer- 
ed  by  Holda  the  prophetefs  in  the  affirmative,  ibid. 
From  the  amazement  and  terror  of  this  pious  Prince, 
it  is  inferred  by  fome,  that  the  law  had  been  then  for- 
gotten,  not  reflecting  that  thefe  calamities  were  at  all 
times  known  to  be  denounced  againft  difobedience, 
yet  caufed  no  apprehenfion  until  the  appearance  of 
that  original  by  the  hand  of  Mofes,  which  was  de- 
pofited  as  a  witnefs  againft  them,  from  which  it  was 
Very  natural  to  conclude  that  the,  threatened  evils, 
were  then  at  hand,  jofias  had  an  additional  motive 
to  fear  the  impending  calamities:  his  father  Amon, 
and  his  grand  father  Manaffes,  had  publicly  profefied 
idolatry,  had  erected  altars  to  the  heathen  deities  in 
the  temple,  and  had  filled  the  city  with  the  blood  of 
the  faithful  who  fle^dily  adhered  to  the  law,  a  Kings 
XXI. 

To  imagine  that,  becaufe  this  original  in  the 
hand-writing  of  Mofes  was  concealed  during  the  tur- 
bulent reigns  of  Manaffes  and  Anion,  the  numberlefs 
copies  and  authentic  tranfcripts  in  the  hands  of  the 
Priefts,  of  the  Prophets,  of  the  heads  of  families  in 
the  different  cities  and.  towns  of  Judea,  were  all  de- 
ftroyed,  is  a  mere  groundlefs  conjecture.  We  know, 
that  Jofias  was  himfelf  inflrucled  in  the  law  before  he 
£w  this  original:  it  is  faid  of  him,  1  Par.  XXXIV. 
That  in  the  eighth  year  of  his  reign,  the  fixteenth  c£ 
%  age,  he  began  to  feek  the  God  of  his  father  David, 
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and  the  writer  of  the  4th  of  Kings,  feys,  XXII.  That 
he  walked  in  all  the  ways  of  his  father  David,  he 
declined  neither  to  the  right  nor  the  left,"  he  mull 
have  been  well  intruded  in  that  law,  which  he  fo 
fcrupuloufly  obferved  from  the  8th  year  of  his  reign 
to  the  1 8  th  when  the  autograph  of^Mofes  was  found 
in  the  temple,  ibid. 

It  is  faid  of  Joas,  that,  at  his  inauguration,  the  teftU 
mony,  that  is,  the  Book  of  the  Law,  was  put  into  his 
hands  when  he  was  anointed  by  the  High  Prieft  joiada, 
4.  K.  XT.  13.  This  ceremony  mult  have  been  ob- 
ferved at  the  inauguration  of  all  their  Kings,  as  it 
was  exprefsly  commanded,  Deut,  XVII.  By  this  law 
the  King  was  obliged  to  tranfcribe  the  whole  of  Deu- 
teronomy from  a  copy  delivered  to  him  by  the  High 
Prieft,  though  fome  of  their  Kings  may  well  be  fuppo* 
fed  not  to  comply  with  the  precept,  the  greater  num- 
ber did,  hence  the  law  could  not  be  forgotten  in  the 
court,  much  lefs  in  the  temple,  and  the  public  fchools, 
where  it  was  diligently  taught  and  explained  by  the 
Jewim  Priefts  and  Doclors.  During  the  long  reign 
of  Ezechias  the  law  was  ftriclly  obferved,  and  though 
his  immediate  fucceffor  Manafles,  in  the  early  part  of 
his  reign,  had  introduced  idols  into  the  temple,  and 
perfecuted  the  faithful,  yet  after  his  captivity  he  re- 
moved them,  and  fteadily  perfevered  in  the  obfer- 
vance  of  the  law  to  his  death,  2.  Par.  XXXIII.  His 
fucceffor  Amon  reigned  but  two  years,  during  which 
time,  however  well  difpofed,  he  could  not  obliterate 
the  law.  Jofias's  reign  was  long.  From  his  death  to 
the  invaiion  of  Nebuchonofor  but  four  years  elapfed  ; 
this  fhort  fpace,  and  the  whole  time  of  the  captivity, 
which  followed,  was  celebrated  by  the  writings  and 
inftructions  of  the  great  Prophets  Jeremias,  Ezechiel, 
Daniel,  Habaccuc,  &c.  who  not  only  obferved  the  law 
of  JVLofeSj  and  preferved  that,  and  the  writings  of 
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former  prophets,  but  added  to  them  the  book^  which 
bear  their  names. 

Ejaniel  was  yet  living  when  Cyrus  took  poifeftion 
of  Babylon,  Dan.  V.  Who  in  the  firft  year  qf  his  reign 
fent  Zorobabel  fon  of  Salaihiel,  and  Jofua  the  fon  of 
Jofedee,  the  high  prieft,  with  all  the  Priefts.  Levites 
and  others,  who  were  defirous  of  returnirg  to  Jeru- 
faiem,  in  order  to  build  the  temple.  That  thefe  were 
well  verfed  in  the  law  we  know  from,  i  Efd.  III.  2, 
where  it  is  faid,  "  and  Jofua  the  fon  of  Jofedee,  and 
his  brethren  the  Priefts,  ft©od  up,  and  Zorababel  foil 
of  Salathiei  and  his  brethren,  and  they  built  an  altar 
of  the  God  of  Ifrael,  to  offer  on  it  holocaufis^  as  is 
written  in  the  law  of  Mofes  the  man  of  God."  That 
the  records  of  the  nation  were  regularly  kept  is  plain 
from  this,  that  fome,  who  afcended  could  not  prove 
their  defcent  ;  and  that  the  fons  of  the  Priefts,  that 
is  the  children  of  Hobai,  who  could  not  produce  the 
record  of  their  geneology  were  difmiffed  from  the 
Priefthood  :  "  They  fought  the  writing  of  their  ge- 
neology, and  did  not  find  it,  and  were  rejected  from 
the  Priefthood."  1  Efd.  II.  62.  If  the  regiftry  of 
births  and  marriages  was  kept,  it  is  a  wild  conjecture 
to  think  that  the  book  of  the  law,  the  public  record 
of  the  whole  nation,  was  loft,  or  that  the  fcriptures, 
in  the  hands  of  both  Priefts  and  Prophets,  were  de- 
firoyed. 

In  ZorobabeFs  time  we  find  the  Prophets  Aggeus 
and  Zacharias  inftrli cling  and  encouraging  the  peo- 
ple. Thefe  men  did  not  lofe  fight  of  the  law,  nor 
did  they  permit  the  prophetic  writings  of  their  pre- 
decellors  to  be  forgotten,  deftroyed  or  interpolated  ; 
Ihortly  after  Efdras  was  appointed  to  conduct  the 
Jews.  He  was  thought  by  fome  good  men,  deceived 
by  rabbinical  fables,  to  have  reinftated  the  whole  of 
the  Scriptures  j  there  might  have  been  inaccuracies  in 
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different  copies  through  the  neglect,  inadvertence  q£ 
ignorance  of  tranfcribers,  which  he  corrected ;  and 
he  is  thought,  upon  good  grounds,  to  have  fubftituted 
the  Chaldaic  to  the  primitive  Hebrew  characters,  in 
order  to  break  the  intercourfe  between  the  Jews  and 
Samaritans,  who  always  retained  the  old  Hebrew 
character  in  the  Pentateuch,  the  only  part  of  the 
Scriptures  in  their  hands  ;  but  the  Scriptures  were 
in  the  hands  of  the  Priefts,  the  natural  guardians, 
and  keepers  of  right  of  theCe  public  records  before 
his  time,  in  his  time,  and  after  it,  and  they  will 
continue  in  the  hands  of  their  fucceffors  in  office^ 
until  the  end  of  time. 

The  authenticity  of  the  Old  La%v  received  additional 
force  from  the  New  :  the  latter  being  the  completion 
and  perfection  of  the  former.  All  the  Mofaic  rites  and 
ceremonies  were  figurative  of  the  Chriftian  difpenfa- 
tion.  It  was  promifed  by  all  the  Prophets,  the  moft 
remarkable  event,  immediately  preceding  the  efta- 
blifhment  announced  by  the  patriarch  Jacob,  Gem 
XLI.  10.  The  time  determined  by  Daniel,  IX.  24. 
The  inftitution,  therefore,  literally  verifying  thefe 
prophecies,  mews  them  to  have  been  divinely  infpir- 
ed,  it  is  therefore  more  than  fuficient  to  filence 
impiety,  if  impiety,  the  refult  of  ignorance,  vanity 
and  fenfuality,  could  be  lilent. 

The  revelation  contained  in  the  books  of  the  New, 
Teftament,  ifconfidered  attentively,  and  difpaflion- 
ately,  will  appear  of  divine  original,  The  fimplicity 
of  its  ftyle  invites  and  charms,  whiht  the  fublimity  of. 
its  truths,  the  perfection  of  its  maxims,  th$  obfcurity 
of  its  lnyfteries,  aftonim.  the  true  Philofopher  ;  it  in- 
telligibly inftructs"  him  in  all  his  duties,  whilft  it 
teaches  him  to  captivate  his  underftanding,  and  fix 
the  ineonftancy  of  his  will  ;  it  mews  him  the  neceffity 
of  confining  his  reafon  to  objecls  within  his  fphere,' 
" " '    '.  and{ 
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and  the  danger  of  launching  out  into  the  regions  of 
imagination  in  purfuit  of  difcoveries,  which  reafori 
cannot  make. 

In  this  revelation  the  Fhilofopher  finds,  and  the 
child  with  equal  certainty  and  eafe,  that  God  is  the 
Creator  of  all  things,  vifible  and  in  vifible  :  all  things 
were  made  by  him,  John  i.  that  he  alone  poiTeffes 
immortality  from  the  neceffity  of  his  nature,  that  to 
the  created  intelligence  he  is  incomprehenfibie : "  who 
alone  pofTeffes  immortality  and  dwells  in  inacceflible 
light,"  i  ft.  Tim.  VI.  16  ;  that  his  power  and  divi- 
nity is  eternal,  Rom.  i.  20  ;  that  he  is  perfectly  immu- 
table in  his  decrees  as  in  his  nature  :  with  whom 
there  is  no  change  nor  fhadow  of  vicifiitude,  James 
i.  1 7  i  that  he  is  perfectly  free  and  totally  indepen- 
dent  on    his  creatures :  "  who  was  his  counfel- 
lor  ?    Or  who  hath  given  to  him  previoufly,  and  a 
recorhpence  fliallbc  made  ?  From  him,  and  by  him, 
and  to  him  are  all  things,"  Rom.  XI.  35,  36.  That 
as  firft  beginning  and  laft  end  he  is  alio  the  Sove- 
reign Arbiter  of  all  his  creatures,  difpoftng  of  them 
according  to  his  wTill  i  "  who  worketh  all  things 
according  to  the  counfel  of  his  will,  Eph.  i*  11;  that 
his  providence  fuperintends  and  directs  the  univerfe, 
fo  that  nothing  can  happen  without  his  immediate 
direction  :  a  fparrow  is  not  forgotten  by  him,  Luke 
xii.  6.    He  feeds  the  birds  of  the  air,  ibid.    Not  one 
of  therri  falls  to  the  ground  but  by  his  order,  Matt, 
x.  29.  The  hairs  of  our  heads  are  numbered  by  him, 
and  under  his  infpeclion,  ibid.  ;  that  he  alone  is 
poffeffed  of  immenfity  :  "  in  him  we  live,  and  are 
moved,  and  exift,"  Aels  XVII.  28;  that  his  mercy 
knows  no  bounds  ;  hence  the  Apoftle  calls  him  Father 
of  Mercies,  2.  Cor.  i.  3  :  "  be  you  merciful  as  your 
father  is  merciful,"  Luke  vi.  3,  6  :  "  for  the  Lord  is 
merciful  and  companionate,"  James  v,  n  j  "  that  he 
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is  juft  and  true  in  all  his  ways  :  ce  thy  ways  are  juft 
and  true,  King  of  Ages,"  Rev,  XV.  3  ;  that  he  is  the 
avenger  of  crimes :  u  vengeance  is  mine  and  I  wiil 
repay/'  Rom.  X1L  19  the  Lord  knows  how  to  de- 
liver the  godly  from  temptation,  but  to  referve  the 
u  11  juft  to  the  day  of  judgment  to  be  tormented," 
2d  Pet.  h\  9,  in  a  word,  that  he  is  poffefied  of  all  per- 
fection. This  revelation  after  having  given  the  moft 
fublimc  idea  of  God,  which  the  mind  can  conceive* 
ftates  man's  original  dignity,  and  deftination  ;  then 
adds  the  fource  of  ali  the  calamities,  to  which  he  is 
fubjecl  in  his  fallen  (late  ;  the  prevarication  of  our 
firft  parents :  C6  by  one  man  fin  entered  into  the 
world,  and  by  fin  death,"  Rom.  v.  12,  hence  \  that 
innumerable  train  of  confequent  evils,  which  termi- 
nate in  that  greater!  of  all  evils  death.  Thus  the  un- 
learned find,  what  the  Heathen  Philofophers  fought 
in  vain,  the  caufe  of  that  violent  inclination  to  fenfi- 
ble  objecls,  the  emptinefs  and  vanity  of  which, 
though  known  to  the  Heathens  was  not  fuftkient  to 
check  the  ardour  of  their  wild  purfuits.  in  this, 
however,  they  were  more  excufabie  than  their  fuccef- 
fors,  our  modern  Sciolifls,  of  whom  it  cannot  be  faid 
that  they  did  not  know,  but  that  perverfe  obfiinacy, 
and  unbridled  fenfuality  has  effaced  from  their  minds 
a  truth  which  they  muft  have  known. 

If  it  be  necefiary  to  know  the  fource  of  our  woes, 
it  is  of  yet  greater  confequence  to  know  the  remedy  j 
In  this  revelation  we  find  it  ;  the  boundlefs  mercy, 
and  inexpreffibie  goodnefs  of  God,  has  given  us  a> 
Redeemer,  who  at  the  expence  of  his  blood  has  re- 
conciled us,  From  this  revelation  we  know  that  his 
faUsfaftion  was  full  and  fufficient ;  that  when  ap- 
plied to  us  by  faith,  and  the  facraments  of  hisinftitu- 
tion,  it  perfeclly"  reinftates  us  5  that  we  may  have 
recourfe  to  it,  if  neceflary,  more  than  once  in  the 
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courfe  of  life.  From  this  revelation  we  know  the 
homage  which  God  exacts  :  "  God  is  a  Spirit,  and 
they  who  adore  him  muft  adore  him  in  fpirit  and 
truth,"  John  IV.  24.  "  Thou  malt  love  the  Lord, 
thy  God,  with  thy  whole  heart,  and  with  thy  whole 
foul,  and  with  all  thy  ftrength,  and  with  all  thy 
mind,"  Luke  X.  27,"  that  is,  in  two  words  :  thou 
fhalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  fincerely,  and  in  pre* 
ference  to  every  thing  which  is  not  God.  Though 
this  precept,  which  radically  includes  all  other  pre- 
cepts, be  extremely  difficult,  yet  the  reafon  is  irre- 
fiftible,  and  the  precept  is  indifpenfable  on  the  prin- 
ciples of  reafon  :  our  love  to  any  object  ought  to  be 
proportioned  to  the  goodnefs  of  the  object  in  itfelf, 
and  our  gratitude  proportioned  to  favours  received, 
God  is  in  himfelf  the  fource  of  all  goodnefs  ;  from 
him,  and  at  his  will,  we  hold  all,  that  we  poffefs,  our 
exiftence,  and  its  continuance  ;  to  him,  therefore,  we 
owe  the  homage  of  our  fouls  and  bodies,  of  our 
underftanding,  our  will,  of  ail  that  we  pof- 
fefs.  To  our  obedience  he  promifes  a  reward 
great  beyond  meafure  :  that  is,  the  light  of  glory, 
which  will  {hew  us  truth  in  itfelf,  goodnefs  and 
beauty  in  its  fource  ;  againft  difobedience  this  reve- 
lation denounces  the  moil  terrific  fentence,  that  is  an 
eternal  exclufion  from  this  light  of  glory  accompani- 
ed vvith  other  torments  proportioned  to  the  number 
and  enormity  of  tranfgrellions.  **  That  you 
may  be  judged  worthy  of  the  kingdom  of  God,  for 
which  alfo  you  fufFer  ;  feeing  it  is  juft  with  God  to 
repay  affliction  to  thofe,  who  opprefs  you,  and  to 
you,  who  pre  opprefTed  relaxation  with  us,  when 
the  Lord  Jefus  (hall  be  revealed  from  Heaven  with 
the  Angels  of  his  power  in  a  flame  of  fire,  giving 
punifhment  to  thofe,  who  know  not  God,  and  who 
do  not  obey  the  golpel  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, 

Y  who 


who  fhall  fuffer  eternal  pains  in  definition  from  the 
"ace  of  the  Lord,  and  from  the  glory  of  iiis  power," 
2.  Thefs.  I.  5.  and  feq. 

To  create  man's  confidences  it  reprefents  this  our 
God  fo  great,  fo  powerful,  fo  rich  in  mercy,  as  an  in- 
dulgent father  :  our  father  who  art  in  Heaven,  Matt, 
vi.  9.  €Tee  the  grace  which  the  father  has  given  us, 

that  we  fhouid  be  called  the  children  of  God  we 

are  now  the  children  of  God,"  1  John.  iii.  1,  2. 

To  engage  us  to  have  recourfe  to  him,  it  promifes 
that  whatever  we  alk  conducing  to  our  welfare,  now 
and  hereafter,  he  will  grant  it,  66  whatever  you  alk 
the  father  in  my  name,  that  will  I  do,"  John  xiv,  13, 

To  prevent  defpair  when  paffion  overpowers,  or 
the  tempter  feduces,  it  promifes  pardon  to  fincere  re- 
pentance, nor  does  it  confine  this  grace  to  any  limit- 
ed number  of  transgrefilons,  or  to  any  limited  num- 
ber of  times,  "whofe  fins  you  forgive  they  are  forgiv- 
en," John  xx.  23. 

The  incertahity  of  the  term  of  accompt,  is  propo- 
fed  as  a  check  to  preemption  :  65  Be  youthen  alfo 
ready,  for  at  what  hour  you  think  not  the  fon  of 
man  will  come,"  Luke  xii.  40. 

In  this  revelation  we  find  all  the  perfections  which 
human  reafon,  neither  warped  by  prejudice,  nor 
clouded  by  paffion,  may  difcover,  and  others  to  which 
reafon  unafiiiled  by  a  fuperior  light  cannot  extend, 
we  find  all  the  duties  which  thefe  perfections  impdfe, 
and  alfo  all  the  relative  duties,  which  man's  place  in 
the  creation,  and  his  original  defrinarion,  affign  him. 
As  a  child  of  God  and  heir  to  his  Kingdom,  he  is  or- 
dered to  perfift  in  the  exercife  of  all  thefe  virtues, 
which  adorn  the  foul,  and  give  it  a  difiant  refem- 
blance  to  its  heavenly  father,  univerlkl  benevolence 
without  diftinclion  of  friends  or  enemies  :  tc  thou 
fhalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyfelf,"  Matt,  xix.  19  ; 
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*f  Loveypur  enemies,  do  good  to  thofe  who  hate  you3 
blcfs  thofe  who  curfe  you,  and  pray  for  thofe  who 
calumniate  you... .and  you  mall  be  the  children  of 
the  moft  high,  for  he  is  beneficent  to  the  unthankful 
and  to  the  wicked,1*  Luke  vi.  3 3... Mercy  :  "  Be  you 
merciful  becaufe  your  father  is  merciful,"  36.  Humili- 
ty and  meeknefs  :  "Learn  from  me  for  I  am  meek 
and  humble  of  heart,"  Matt.  xi.  29. 

In  this  quality  of  child  of  God  fanc~Hty  is  ftri&Iy 
enjoined,  which  excludes  every  poffible  vice  :  "  feek 
peace  with  all  men,  and  fa  Delineation,  without  which 
no  man  will  fee  God,5*  Heb.  xii.  14.    Chaftity  is  in  a 
particular  manner  enjoined  :  "the  oppoftte  vice  being 
from  its  nature  incompatible  with  fanctity  excludes 
from  the  inheritance  of  the  children  ofGod,"  l.Cor.vL 
In  this  revelation  man  is  taught  his  abfolute,  and 
relative  duties,  in  every  fituation  of  life  ;  as  a  prince, 
as  a  fubjeel:,  as  a  magiftrate,  a  citizen,  as  a  father, 
a  hufband,  as  a  free  man,  a  bondman  ;  every  age, 
every  fex,  every  range  of  life,  find  in  it  rules  of 
conduct,  which  extort  the  approbation  of  impiety, 
It  is  true  our  fciolifts  complain  of  the  rigid  feverity  of 
its  maxims  ;  highway-men  complain  of  the  feverity 
of  the  laws.  The  laws,  which  proportion  punifhments 
to  the  atrocity  of  crimes  are  not  the  Ivfs  wife  though 
the  highway-man  may  think  other  wife ;  the  maxims 
of  the  Gofpel  are  not  the  lefs  venerable  becaufe  impie- 
ty difregards  them  :  if  they  countenanced  impiety, 
they  would  ceafe  to  be  what  they  are,  that  is,  maxims 
of  hclinefs,worthy  the  fanclity  andwifdom  of  their  au- 
thor ;  they  alfo  complain  of  the  obfeurity  of  its  mys- 
teries. In  this  they  mew  their  ignorance  :  of  all  mys- 
teries that  of  the  Trinity  is  tke  moft  obfeure  ;  yet  'tis 
not  more  difficult  to  conceive  the  divine  nature  in 
three  perfons  than  in  one  :  the  divine  nature  is  in  it* 
feif  and  in  all  its  attributes  impenetrable  to  the  chea- 
ted 
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ted  underftanding.  It  is  not  more  fo  in  three  perfons 
than  in  one  :  the  man  who  pretends  to  meafure  the 
immenfity  of  the  divinity  by  his  own  limited  un- 
derftanding expofes  both  his  pride  and  ignorance  at 
the  fame  time. 

From  feme  expreflions  in  the  infpired  writings, 
which  intimate  that  God  extends  his  mercy  to  fome, 
whilft  he  exercifes  the  feverity  of  his  juftice  cn  others  ; 
that  he  feems  defirous  of  faving  fome,  not  others  ; 
that  he  confers  extraordinary  favors  on  fome,  and 
fends  afflictions  and  calamities  to  others,  the  fpirit  of 
error  pretends  to  conclude  againft  the  authenticity  of 
the  work,fuch  partiality  being,fay  its  abettors,  incon- 
fiftent  with  juftice.  It  has  been  already  obferved  that 
juftice  does  not  exelude  clemency  ;  that  God  is  not 
faid  to  be  fovereignly  juft  becaufe  he  never  pardons, 
but  becaufe  he  is  ftrictly  obfervant  of  the  rules  of 
juftice  in  his  judgments :  he  never  condemns  the 
innocent,  nor  does  the  punimment,  which  he  inflicts 
on  the  delinquent,  exceed  the  malice  of  the  offence. 
If  on  condition  of  fincere  repentance  he  forgives  an 
offender,  it  is  an  acfcof  mercy,  from  which  none  are 
excluded,  bur.  thefe,  who  exclude  themfelves.  The 
obftinate  delinquent,  and  fincere  penitent  are  not 
equally  entitled  to  mercy  :  clemency  pleads  for  the 
one,  while  juftice  claims  the  other.  In  this  there  is 
nothing  which  reafon  does  not  approve. 

That  God  defires  to  fave  fome,  not  others,  is  not 
true  :  he  fincerely  defires  to  fave  all,  as  is  exprefsly 
marked  in  the  Scriptures  :  St.  Paul  directs  his  difciple 
Tin;othy  to  have  prayers  and  fupplications  offered  up 
for  all  men  :  "  for  this  is  good  and  acceptable  in  the 
fight  of  God  our  Saviour,  who  wills  all  men  to  be 
faved,"  1.  Tim.  II.  3 — 4.  Why  then  are  not  all  men 
faved,'fmce  God's  will  is  fcrefiftible  ?  God's  abfolute 
will  is  irrefiftible  ;  but  he  docs  not  abfolutely  will  to 
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fave  men  againft  their  will ;  he  fincerely  defires  them 
to  be  faved,  if  they  will  co  operate  with  the  aflift- 
ance  which  he  offers,  and  have  recourfe  to  the  means 
which  he  has  inftituted  for  that  end.  There  is 
nothing  more  reafonable. 

That  he  confers  extraordinary  favours  on  fome  is 
true,  that  he  afflicts  others  is  equally  true.  In  the 
diftribution  of  extraordinary  favours  there  can  be  no 
injuftice,  no  acceptation  of  perfons  :  where  there  1$ 
no  tide  there  can  be  no  claim.  In  this  diftribution  he 
manifefts  the  riches  of  his  magnificence,  and  his 
perfect  independence  on  his  creatures,  liberally  be- 
llowing favours  without  merit,  or  title,  according  to 
his  will.  If  he  afflicts  the  juft  man,  it  is.  to  chaftife 
paft  iniquity,  or  to  prevent  forefeen  tranfgrefiions, 
or  perhaps  to  difengage  his  affections  from  a  life,  in 
which  there  is  nothing  but  emptinefs  and  vanity  ;  if 
he  fends  calamities  to  the  impious,  it  is  to  punifh,  or 
reflrain  evil,  rightly  confidered  it  is  rather  an  act  of 
mercy  than  of  juftice.  The  untimely  end  of  a  re- 
morfelefs  Tyrant  prevents  him  from  adding  to  his 
iniquity,  and  thereby  encreafing  the  meafure  of  his 
torments,  which  Divine  juftice  will  proportion  to  the 
number  and  enormity  of  his  excefTes. 

Words  being  the  figns  of  ideas,  as  we  can  have  no 
adequate  idea  of  the  Divinity,  or  of  the  Divine  attri- 
butes, we  can  have  no  terms  to  exprefs  them  cor- 
rectly. From  this  limitation  of  our  ideas,  and  con- 
fequent  defect  in  our  language,  the  terms  in  life 
being  appropriated  to  objects,  which  we  know,  con- 
vey our  thoughts,  but  are  not  fufficiently  expreflivc 
of  the  Divine  nature  ;  hence  the  necefiky  of  under- 
standing all  expreffions  applied  to  the  Divinity  in  the 
moft  perfect  fenfe,  and  excluding  every  imperfection 
and  limitation  which  the  expreflion  applied  to  its 
appropriate  object  may  convey.      This  defect  in 
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language  has  introduced  the  neceffity  of  having 
secourfe  to  metaphorical  expreflions,  tbeie  are  mul- 
tiplied for  ornament,  as  well  as  ufe,  in  all  languages, 
more  particularly  among  ft  the  Orientals.  The 
Scriptures  abound  with  ftrong  metaphors,  thereby 
fupplying  the  native  defect  of  language,  and  con- 
veying an  idea  of  the  magnificence  and  power  of 
€k)d,  which  though  not  comnienfurate  with  either, 
is  the  lit  mo  ft  effort  of  the  human  mind.  In  thefe 
metaphorical  expreaions,  the  different  paflions  of 
anger,  of  jealoufy,  of  indignation,  of  repentance, 
8cc.  are  afcribed  to  the  Divinity,  by  which  no-  more 
is  %niSed5.  or  intended,  but  that  God's  conduct  to 
the  obedient,  or  difobedient,  appears  fueh  as  ours,  in? 
lirriilar  circumftances,  under  the' influence  of  theie 
paSIons*  which  are  incompatible  with  the  Divine 
nature,  which  of  courfe  he  cannot  feel. 

Ignorance  only  can  rniftake  thefe  metaphorical  ex- 
freilionSy  wr:ich  afcribe  hands,  eyes,  &c.  to  the 
Divinity  :  when,  in  common  difcourfe,  we  fay  of  a 
man  that  his  head  is  good ,  we  are  under ftood  to 
fpeak  of  the  ftrengrh  of  his  underftanding,  or  if  we 
fayr  his  heart  is  bad,  it  is  under  ft  ood.  of  the  per- 
verfeneis  of  his  will.  Thus  the  arm  of  God,  conveys 
an  idea  of  his  power,  the  throne  of  God,  fignifies  his 
majefty,  the  eyes  of  God,  his  providential  vigilance 
Cx.vcr  his  creatures,  and  attention  to  them. 

In  the  new  law  are  found  ambiguous  expreflions, 
which  are  thought  favourable  to  dilfenting  feels  of 
Chriftbns,  even  to  Deifts,  Mahometans  and  Atkeifts* 
This,  if  we  believe  our  Sciolifts,  is  a  prejudice  againft 
the  law. 

In  the  new  law  are  fome  expreflions,  which,  from 
the  nature  of  the  fublime  truths  which  they  convey, 
areobfeure,  others,  which  the  perverfe  obftinacy  of 
.dilating  fects,  afitoxts  from  their  intended  fignifica- 
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don,  affixing  to  them  a  fenfe,  which  coincides  witli 
their  pre-conceived  opinions  ;  many,  who  will  not 
ihape  their  conduct. according  to  the  maxims  of  tkc 
law,  impioufly  endeavour  to  fliape  the  law  according 
to  the  maxims  of  their  conduct.  In  the  law  there  Is 
sio  defect,  no  danger  ;  in  the  perverfenefs  of  their  own 
will  they  find  ruin.  If  inftead  of  distorting  the  law 
to  their  opinions,  and  bending  it  to  their  will,  they 
would  correct,  their  errors  by  the  law,  and  conform 
their  will  to  its  dictates,  they  would  find  in  it  afource 
of  happinefs,  and  all  diffentioas  would  ceafe. 

To  inftitute  a  comparifon  between  the  heathen 
morality,  and  that  of  the  chri'ftian  law,  is  a  grofs  ab- 
furdity  :  their  pretended  divinities  were  the  inven- 
tions of  fancy,  infecled  with  all  the  vices,  to  which 
their  inventors  were  addicted ;  the  moA  violent  and 
deftruclive  paffions  were  perfonified,  and  honored 
with  temples,  in  which  crimes,  at  which  nature  re- 
coils, were  committed,  not  only  with  impunity,  but 
with  religious  fokmnity.  Arnongft  their  great  divini- 
ties were  parricides,  proflitutes,  drunkards,  bullies. 
Even  the  highway-man  had  recourfe  to  his  mercury 
forfuccefs  in  his  undertakings. 

Thefe  pretended  divinities  by  their  example  au- 
thorized and  encouraged  licentioufnefs,  and  the 
mim-fters  of  their  temples  by  their  precepts  and  their 
religious  rites.  Tatian,  in  his  oration  againft  die 
Greeks, No.  20,  fays  :  <ci  difregarded  your  iniHtutians, 
b|K:aufe  there  ought  to  be  but  one  common  form  of 
living  ;  amongfi  you  there  are  as  many  different  in- 
ftitutions  as  there  are  cities  ;  action*  infamous  in  the 
one  are  honorable  in  others."  Matrimonial  connecti- 
ons with  mothers  are  forbidden  a'mongft  the  Greeks, 
they  are  honored  by  the  PerHans  ;  fodomy  is  con- 
demned by  the  Barbarians,authonzedb'y  the  Romans^ 
for  whole  plea  fu  res  Socks  of  boys  are  brought  to 
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market  like  horfes.  Such  was  the  morality  of  the  pre- 
deceffors  of  our  modern  philofophifts.  The  man  who 
approves  will  imitate  when  the  occafion  offers.  It  is 
rather  unluckv  for  the  modern  race  of  heathens,  that 
in  chriftian  countries  the  laws  will  not  permit  them 
to  imitate  their  anceftors  with  impunity. 

That  in  the  works  of  the  Heathen  philofophers 
there  are  fome  precepts  of  morality  is  true*  Firfl 
principles  of  the  natural  law  are  deeply  imprefTed  in 
the  mind  ;  they  are  rot  eafily  effaced  ;  the  confe- 
quences,  which  are  immediately  inferred  from  thefe 
principles,  the  heathen  philofophers  found,  not  in 
accredited  fables,  but  in  the  light  of  reafon,  which 
was  not  totally  extinct  ;  remote  confequences  are  of 
more  difficult  accefs  :  their  precepts  did  not  extend 
to  them  ;  if  any  did,  they  were  borrowed  from  the 
fcriptures  :  "  which  of  your  poets,  or  which  of  your 
Cophifts,'*  faid  Tertuilian  in  his  apology,  "  did  not 
drink  of  the  fountain  of  the  prophets  ?*  The  moral 
precepts  of  Epictetus  aremanifeftly  borrowed  from  the 
Gofpel,  which  he  muff  have  feeen,  yet  the  pretended 
virtues  of  this  celebrated  ftoic  are  as  oppofite  to  true 
chriftian  virtues  as  darknefs  to  light :  Virtuous  anions 
are  diftinguifhed  by  their  motives  ;  that  of  the 
chriftian  is  univerfal  benevolence  ;  that  of  the  ftoic, 
the  moft  refined  fclf  love  and  cold  infenfibility,  his 
invariable  maxim  is  "  think  of  yourfelf ;  facrifice  eve- 
ry thing  to  yourfelf."  In  the  corrupt  fyftem  of  Epi- 
curus there  is  no  maxim  more  bafe  or  dangerous  to 
fociety. 

To  their  moral  precepts  the  heathen  fages  added 
the  moft  grofs  errors  ;  thus  we  find  the  famed  Plato 
directing  the  inhabitants  of  his  imaginary  republic  to 
take  their  wives  in  common  ;  add  to  this,  that  their 
precepts  were  confined  to  men  of  icience,  the  elo- 
quence of  a  Plato,  or  of  a  Cicero,  the  philofophical 
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ireafoning  of  an  Ariftotle,  the  lectures  of  a  Socrates,  ot 
a  Seneca  areufelefs  to  the  unlettered  Peafant,  In  the 
infpired  writings  rules  of  action  are  taught  in  lan- 
guage intelligible  to  all  clafles  without  diftinction  ; 
and  by  the  inftitution  of  minifters,  ample  provifion 
made  for  the  inftruction  of  the  moft  illiterate  ;  hence 
the  unlettered  chriftian  knows  all  his  relative  duties 
with  greater  predion  than  the  heathen  phiiofopher. 

It  is  frequently  urged  againft  the  evangelical  law, 
that  its  precepts  are  fevere;  that  theyprefcribe  a  total 
mortification  of  our  fenfes  and  paftions  ;  that  an 
exact  obfervance  of  them  isinconfiftent  with  the  laws 
and  welfare  of  fociety  ;  ruinous  to  trade  and  popu- 
lation;  inimical  to  arts  and  fciences  ;  encouraging 
apathy,  infenfibility,  alienation  of  affection  from  our 
parents,  friends  and  country. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  precepts  of  the  evangelical 
law  are  ftrict  and  even  fevere  ;  they  enjoin  every 
virtue,  and  prohibitevery  vice,denouncing  vengeance 
againft  iniquity  under  the  purple  or  in  rags,  without 
diftinclion,  or  difcriminatiom  They  exact  fanctity, 
becaufe  their  author  is  holy,  and  their  object  is  to 
fanctify ;  if  they  countenanced  vice  they  would  be 
unworthy  of  fuch  an  author,  and  unfit  for  hispur- 
pofe. 

There  is  nothing  more  reafonable  than  the  mor-  • 
tification  which  they  enjoin :  to  reprefs  the  tu- 
multuous paffions  of  anger,  avarice,  ambition,. envy, 
jealoufy,  fenfuality,  and  vanity,  fo  fatal  to  mankind, 
argues  the  perfection  of  the  Law,  and  the  wifdom  of 
the  Legiflator,  who  applies  the  remedy  to  the  fource 
of  the  evil.  The  man,  who  pretends  that  to  gratify 
thefe  paffions  is  either  lawful,  laudable,  innocent  or 
ufeful,  is  not  to  be  reafoned  with,  but  confined  with 
lunatics,  or  malefactors. 

If  the  Chriftian  be  told  in  the  Gofpel  that  he  muft 
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hate  his  father  and  mother,  the  fenfe  of  the  precept  is 
obvious  :  that  is,  if  they  order  any  thing  contrary 
to  the  Law  of  God,  or  the  Law  of  the  Land,  he  muft 
not  obey  them  ;  if  they  endeavour  to  divert  him 
from  the  duty,  which  he  owes  this  Univerfal  Father, 
he  muft  difregard  their  injunctions,  but  yet  remem- 
S  ber  that  in  all  things,  not  contrary  to  the  Law  of 
God,  he  muft  love  and  obey  them  :  the  Chriftian 
who  knows  that  he  muft  love  his  enemies,  cannot 
think  of  hating  his  parents  or  friends,  but  he  muft 
not  prefer  them  to  his  God  ;  hence  the  Redeemer 
fays,  Matt.  X.  37  :  "  he  that  loves  his  father  or  his 
mother  better  than  me,  is  not  worthy  of  me." 

This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  many  other  pre- 
cepts of  the  fame  nature  :  thus  the  injunction  of  re- 
nouncing  all  porTeffions  in  the  world  to  be  a  true 
difciple  of  Chrift  is  underftood  or  the  difpofnion  of 
the  mind,  and  preparation  of  the  heart,  to  faa  ifke 
every  thing,  even  life  itfelf,  rather  than  difcbey  the 
Lord  or  deny  him  ;  than  which  there  is  no  precept 
more  reafonable  :  a  man  of  honor  would  rather  fa- 
crifice  his  life  than  betray  his  King  or  Country.  The 
actual  renunciation  of  wealth,  or  power,  lawfully 
acquired,  is  not  of  precept,  but  of  counfel,  to  which 
none  are  obliged  but  they  who  chufe  a  more  perfect 
ftate  of  life  :  without  it  falvation  is  attainable  :  this 
appears  from  the  Saviour's  anfwer  to  the  young 
man,  who  afked  what  he  mould  do  to  be  faved  ?  u  If 
you  wiih  to  enter  into  life  keep  the  commandments. " 
After  telling  him  the  commandments,  which  muft 
be  obferved,  he  adds.  "  if  you  delire  to  be  perfect, 

go    fell    all    you    have,  give  to  the  Poor  

Come  and  follow  me,''  Matt.  XIX.  The  Saviour 
clearly  diftinguiihes  the  precepts  of  indifpenfable 
ncceffitv  to  enter  into  life,  from  this  counfel,  by  the 
obfervance  of  which,  the  voun^  man  would  have 
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arrived  at  a  greater  degree  of  perfection,  and  ob- 
tained what  the  Saviour  called  a  Treafure  in  Hea* 
ucn* 

There  are  other  precepts  in  the  Gofpel,  which 
appear  extremely  fevere,  yet  upon  investigation 
they  are  found  perfectly  confident  with  reafoi,  and 
wifely  inftituted.  Thus,  when  the  Saviour  fays, 
Matt.  V,  "  If  a  man  ftrike  you  on  the  right  cheek 
turn  to  him  the  other  ;  if  he  contends  with  you  in 
judgment  for  your  coat,  let  him  tske  your  cloak 
alfo.,s  Patience  in  injuries  is  enjoined  ;  individuals 
ars  prohibited  from  doing  themfelves  juftice  by 
private  authority,  than  which  there  is  nothing  more 
reafonable.  The  public  Magiftrate  is  not  forbidden 
to  redrefs  injuries,  and  do  juftice  to  the  fufTerer,  on 
the  contrary,  he  is  ordered  to  do  it :  "  he  is  the  mi^ 
n  liter  of  God  ....  he  does  not  hold  the  fword  in 

vain  ythe  avenger  to  execute  wrath  on  him 

who  doeth  evil,"  Rom.  XIII.  4 — 5.  .As  the  minifter 
of  God  he  exercifes  on  criminals  that  vindictive 
juiiice,  which  belongs  to  God,  and,  of  courfe,  to 
thefe  exclufively  who  are  authorifed  by  him  ;  "  Ven- 
geance is  mine  and  I  will  repay,"  Rom.  XfL  19. 
Nor  is  the  fufferer  forbidden  to  have  recourfe  to  the 
public  Magiftrate  for  redrefs,  if  he  be  influenced  by 
the  love  of  juftice,  not  by  a  delire  of  revenge,  which 
is  never  lawful,  and  is  at  all  times  ftrictly  prohibited. 
Vexatious  law-fuits  are  ftriclly  forbidden.  If  redrefs 
can  be  obtained  in  juftice  without  fraud,  without 
injury  to  the  adverfe  party,  without  hatred,  animo- 
iity,  flander,  difunion,  01  breach  of  chriftian  cha- 
rity, it  is  not  forbidden  to  inftitute  a  iaw-fuit  for 
redrefs  of  injury  ;  if  not  it  is  prudent  to  decline  it : 
becaufe  no  redrefs,  which  can  be  obtained,  is  an 
equivalent  for  the  Divine  difpleafure  incurred  by 
fin.     This   £hews  the  wifdom  of  thefe  counfels, 
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which  our  Sciolifts  think  fevere,  and  even  unreafona** 
ble. 

That  the  evangelical  law  is  inimical  to  arts  and 
fciences  is  a  groundlefs  furmife,  refuted  by  experi- 
ence :  if  arts  and  fciences  be  known,  it  is  in  thefe 
countries  where  that  law  prevails  ;  in  the  eaftern 
countries  the  moft  barbarous  ignorance  has  fucceeded 
its  fuppreffion. 

If  fraud,  ufury  and  circumvention,  be  ufeful  to 
trade  ;  honefty,  fincerity  and  plain  dealing,  deftruc- 
tive  ;  or  if  unbounded  licentioufnefs  encreafe  popula- 
tion, whilft  regularity  ruins  it,  the  evangelical  law 
muft  be  acknowledged  defective  ;  hemuftbefond 
of  deluiion  who  believes  fuch  nonfenfe,  and  may  be 
configned  to  his  dreams  without  interruption. 

That  floical  apathy*  infenfibility  and  alienation  of 
affection,  which  philofophifts  find  in  the  evangelical 
law,  was  remarked  by  the  heathens — its  difciples  were 
abfent  from  the  orgies  of  Bacchus  ;  they  were  Gran- 
gers to  the  myfterious  rites  of  Ceres  ;  their  wives 
and  daughters  were  not  brought  in  folemn  proceffion 
to  the  temple  ofVenus,nor  did  they  range  themfelves. 
amongft  Gladiators  ;  thefe  fafhionable  amufements 
they  refigned  to  the  memorable  anceftors  of  our 
modern  fciolifts,  Why  complain  of  us  ?  We  imitate 
our  anceftors.    They  were  infenfible  to  criminal  ex- 
cefles,  which  the  voice  of  reafon  condemns  ;  but 
their  affection  to  their  parents,  to  their  friends,  to 
their  country,  their  anxiety  for  their  welfare,  their 
exertions  to  procure  relief  in  the  public  calamities, 
in  a  word, their  charity  knew  no  bounds  ;  that  is  the 
apathy  enjoined  in  the  new  Jaw  :  this  is  a  language 
which  vanity  and  fenfuality  diflike. 

Some  have  fecluded  themfelves  from  fociety  in 
penitential  filence  to  atone  for  paft  offences,  or  to 
avoid  dangerous  Gccaficnsj  others  to  contemplate  the 
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works -of  the  divinity,  the  joys  of  heaven,  the  hor* 
rors  of  hell,  the  abyfs  of  eternity.  The  reader  will 
pardon  this  unfeafonable  intrufion  of  terms  fo  offen- 
five  to  the  atheift,  the  deift,the  modern  philofopher  ; 
for  this  feclufion  there  is  no  precept;  we  may  ad- 
mire, hut  are  not  obliged,  in  many  cafes  not  allowed, 
to  imitate  them:  what  is  laudable  in  one, is  not  fo  in 
all :  if  a  man  be  free  from  all  engagements  he  may 
Jive  in  retirement ;  if  his  cares  be  neceffary  to  fociety, 
he  cannot  do  it  with  propriety,  amongft  the  difciples 
of  the  evangelical  law  no  man  lives  for  himfelf :  that 
privilege  they  refign  to  pretended  philanthrophlfts. 
The  perfection,  which  the  law  requires,  eonfifts  in  a 
itrict  obfervance  of  its  precepts.  The  obfervance  of 
its  councils  may,  and  frequently  does,  remove  imne* 
diments,  it  is  therefore  lawful  and  laudable  but  not 
ne  cellar  y. 

In  this  divine  law  the  man  of  reflection  difcovers 
the  fource  of  all  his  calamities  ;  he  fees  the  (late  of 
infirmity,  to  which  the  unprovoked  tranfgreflion  of 
the  founder  of  the  human  race  has  reduced  all  his 
defendants  ;  the  clouds,  which  it  has  diffufed  in  the 
underftanding,  and  that  ftate  of  debility  and  incon- 
ftancy,  in  which  it  has  placed  the  will  ;  the  irrefifti- 
ble  inclinatien  to  fenfible  objects,  the  overbearing  prek 
fure  of  concupifcence,  againft  which  reafon  ipeaks  in- 
vain  I  fee  and  approve  what  isright,and  do  what  is 
wrong,"  and  what  is  yet  of  greater  confequence,  in 
this  law,  he  finds  the  only  effectual  remedy  ;  he  is 
taught  to  have  recourfe  to  a  God  of  mercy  for  a£ 
iiftance,  whofe  grace  difpels  the  clouds  of  the  under- 
ftanding, fixes  the  inconftancy  of  the  will,  heals  its 
infirmity,  infures  a  power  of  refinance  fuperior  to 
the  preffure  of  concupifcence,  foftens  thefe  tumultu- 
ous paflions,  which  torment  the  impious  man,  impo- 
fes  on  them  an  abfolute  filence5or  at  ieafl  makes  them 
fubject  to  reafon.  There 
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There  are  truths  announced  in  this  law  which 
tranfcend  reafon,  hence  the  fciolift  infers  that  they 
are  contrary  to  reafon.  The  inference  only  fpeaks  his 
ignorance  :  all  truths,  which  regard  the  divinity, 
and  the  divine  attributes,  muft  of  neceflky  tranfcend 
reafon  :  becaufe  the  divine  nature  is  not  within  the 
fphere  of  reafon's  activity. 

An  affertion  is  contrary  to  reafon,  and  contrary  to 
truth,  when  the  idea  of  the  fubjecl  and  the  idea  of 
the  attribute,  both  precifely  known,  exclude  each 
other  ;  thus  to  affert  that  a  circle  is  a  fquare,is  a  mani- 
fcft  abfurdity,  becaufe  the  known  properties  of  thefe 
figures  exclude  each  other  ;  but  if  the  effential  pro- 
perties of  the  fubjecl,  or  of  the  attribute,  be  not  ac- 
curately known,  reafon  cannot  pronounce  whether 
they  be  confident  or  inconfiftent,  whether  they  ex- 
clude each  other  or  not :  thus  when  it  is  faid  that  in 
the  divine  nature  there  are  three  divine  perfons,  a$ 
the  divine  nature  and  the  divine  perfons  are  totally 
irieomprehenflble  to  us,  reafon,  unamfted  by  a  fuperior 
light,  can  neither  pronounce  the  proportion  true  nor 
falfe  ;  and  as  reafon  can  inftitute  no  comparifon  be- 
tween objects,  which  are  known,  and  thefe  which 
are  not,  fo  it  can  inftitute  no  comparifon  between  ob- 
jects within  its  grafp  and  thefe  which  tranfcend  it, 
the  length  of  a  mile  might  be  compared  to  the  heat 
of  the  fun  with  equal  propriety,  or  rather  with  lets 
abfurdity. 

Though  by  reafoning  we  cannot  arrive  at  truths, 
which  tranfcend  the  force  of  reafon,or,  if  you  will,  of 
our  limited  faculty  of  reafoning,  yet  there  is  nothing 
more  reasonable  than  to  believe  thefe  truths  on  the 
authority  of  Revelation  :  a  peafant  would  be  thought 
inconuderate,  if  he  refufed  to  believe  an  inference 
deduced  by  an  able  mathematician  from  principles 
^inconceivable  to  thepeafant,as  the  truths  of  religion ; 
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If  he  refufedtobelieve  thetruth  inferred  until  he  clear- 
ly  conceived  the  principles,he  would  be  difmifTed  with 
contempt  as  an  obftinate  blockhead.  The  allufion  is 
juft  :  many  revealed  truths  are  inferences  from  prin* 
ciples  evident  to  the  divinity,  incomprehenfible  to 
us.  Men  of  true  fcience  modeftly  admit  the  truth  on  , 
the  authority  of  the  divine  word  ;  the  fcioliit  in  imi- 
tation  of  the  peafant,  whofe  obftinacy  is  the  natural 
refult  of  pride,  and  ignorance,  will  not  believe  if  he 
does  not  comprehend.  The  man  of  fcience  confines 
his  reafoning  to  the  proper  object :  he  does  not  pre- 
fume  to  contradict  the  divinity  :  he  inquires  whether 
the  truth  propofed  to  his  belief  be  revealed  or  not  ; 
whether  the  proofs  adduced  be  fufficient  to  found  a 
prudential  affent,  if  fo  he  does  not  doubt  the  veracity 
of  his  Creator,  knowing  well  that  God  can  do  what 
he  cannot  conceive,  of  this  he  has  unquefiionable 
evidence  in  all  the  works  of  God,  not  one  of  which 
he  comprehends.  The  Sciolifton  the  contrary  con- 
fults  his  pride  not  his  reafon  :  he  does  not  inquire 
whether  the  propofed  truth  be  revealed  or  not,  but 
as  he  cannot  conceive  principles,  which  are  incon- 
ceivable, and  will  not  admit  that  Almighty  power 
tranfcends  his  own,  or  that  truths  are  known  to 
God  of  which  he  is  ignorant,  he  rejects  the  truth 
without  farther  difcuflion.  It  is  doubtful  whether 
pride  or  ignorance  be  the  more  prominent  feature  in 
i  mpiety.  Nothing  is  wanted  to  make  it  contempti- 
ble. 

The  fanctity  of  the  law,  and  its  tendency  to  per- 
fect human  nature,  is  rnanifeft  from  the  reafons  on 
which  the  Sciolift  founds  his  objections  again  ft  it: 
the  mortification  v/hich  it  prefcribes,  fays  he,  de- 
ftroys  the  natural  liberty  of  our  will  and  all  our  fa- 
culties of  action  ;  the  propofal  of  incomprehenfible 
doctrines  deprive*  us  of  the  ufe  of  our  understand- 
ing ; 
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ihg  >  the  injunction  of  refting  all  our  cares  on  Pro- 
vidence, reduces  us  to  a  (late  of  torpid  infenfibility, 
'1  he  contradictories  would  have  been  logically  deduced 
from  the  principles  admitted,  if  the  ScioJifl  knew 
how  to  reafon.  More  than  once  we  have  been  told 
by  thefe  fcribblers,  that  man  is  a  fort  of  monkey. 
Their  wild  declamation  refembles  the  chattering  of 
that  mifchievouS  animal.  However,  as  it  is  reafon, 
which  diflingnifhes  man  from  all  other  animals, 
even  from  Atheifts  and  Deifts  if  they  be  claffed  with 
monkeys,  it  is  reafon  which  determines  human 
nature,  hence  whatever  is  under  the  direction  of 
reafon  tends  to  perfect  human  nature,  and  whatever 
tranfgrefies  the  bounds  of  reafon,  and  contradicts  its 
dictates,  vitiates  and  corrupts  it.  If  diforderly  af- 
fections be  called  paffions,  as  they  are  contrary  to 
order  and  the  dictates  of  reafon,  they  vitiate  and 
corrupt  ^  virtue  muft  exili  without  them*  The 
mortification  of  thefe  is  Therefore  indifpenfably  ne- 
ceffary  to  perfect  human  nature  ;  but  if  the  inclina- 
tions of  the  fenfitive  appetite  be  thought  patlions  they 
are  the  fubject  matter  to  which  the  exercife  of  vir- 
tue is  confined  :  virtue  con  lilts  in  directing  them  to 
their  proper  objects,  and  preventing  tranfgreflions  of 
the  bounds,  which  reafon  prefcribes  :  in  this  con- 
lifts  that  mortification,  which  the  evangelical  law 
recommends.  To  direct  the  operations  of  the  will, 
and  all  the  powers  of  action  fubject  to  the  will,  is 
not  to  deftroy  its  liberty,  but  to  deliver  it  from  11a- 
very.  Thus  a  man's  liberty  is  not  retrained  becaufe 
he  is  not  allowed  to  feduce  his  neighbour's  wife,  or 
forcibly  feize  his  pofTeflions  :  he  poffeires  no  fuch 
liberty  ;  in  the  act  his  will  is  a  flave  to  a  diforderly 
affedion,  which  corrupts  nature,  becaufe  it  is  con- 
trary to  that  reafon,  which  conftitutes  it. 

Nature  has  wifely  annexed  to  all  the  operations 
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necefiUry  to  the  prefervation  of  the  individual,  and  the 
confervation  of  the  fpecies,  a  certain  pleafing  fenfation* 
Exceffes  and  defects  are  forbidden  by  reafon,  as  def- 
truciiveof  the  end  :  hence  intoxication  and  licenti- 
oufnefs  are  evidently  vicious  :  that  mortification  which 
retrenches  them  perfects  human  nature,  or,  at  leaft, 
prevents  its  corruption.  The  writer  fpe^aks  of  men, 
not  of  monkeys,  or  of  two-legged  animals  of  the 
monkey  kind 

This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  the  human  under*, 
(landing  :  It  is  perfected  by  truth,  corrupted  by 
fahhood  $  if  truths  be  propofed  which  tranfeend  its 
limited  force  of  action,  and  light  be  infufed  to  increafe 
its  powers,  inftead  of  enflaving  the  underiianding 
this  frees  it  from  tfie  dominion  of  error,  enables  it  to 
act  with  greater  energy,  and  difcufs,  with  greater 
accuracy ,fubjects  within  its  own  fphere*  Thus  objects, 
which  are  invifiblq  to  the  naked  eye.  become  vifible  by 
the  aftiftance  of  a  glafs;  and  objects  which  are  already 
ieen,  become  more  clearly  defined  :  in  like  manner 
the  underftanding,  afiifted  by  a  fuperior  light,  not 
only  difcovers  truths,  which  tnmfcend  its  native  pow- 
ers, but  alfo  lees  more  clearly  thefe  which  .are  within 
its  inveftigation. 

All  faculties  are  to  be  confined  to  their  proper 
objects:  the  eye  is  not  made  to  hear,  nor  the  ear  to 
fee,  however  the  force  of  either  may  be  increafed  ;  no 
extenfion  of  its  powers  can  enable  the  eye  to  hear,  or 
the  ear  to  fee,  nor  can  they  act  at  all  without  the 
afllftance  of  light  for  the  eye,  and  found  for  the  ear. 

As  to  that  ftate  of  infer. fibility  to  which  religion 
reduces  its  votaries,  it  is  merely  imaginary  :  vain  fo- 
licitude  and  excruciating  anxiety  are  forbidden,  the 
neceftary  cares  and  vigilance  prefcribed.  k  is  forbidden 
to  make  wealth  or  power   the  ultimate  end  of  our 

purfuita  :  *' do  not  lay  up  treafures  on  earth  but  in 
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Heaven/' Mat.  VI,  19-20 — It  Is  not  allowed  to  ferve 
God  in  view  of  thefe  ;  it  is  alfo  forbidden  to  defpair 
of  divine  alliflarice  in  lawful  purfuits  ;  "  Your  father 
knows  that  you  want  thofe  things,"  ibid.  Confidence 
in  our  own  exertions,  independently  on  the  divine 
afTiilance,  is  ftrictly  and  juflly  prohibited ;  "Which 
of  you  can  add  to  his  ftature  one  cubit  V*  ibid.  An 
over  anxious  care,  previous  to  the  neceffary  time,  is 
alio  forbidden  :  "Be  not  folicitous  for  to-morrow," 
ibid.  The  man  who  believes  a  Providence  to  exifl, 
to  fuperintend  and  direct  human  affairs,  attends  to  all 
the  relative  duties  of  his  condition  with  vigilance  and 
attention,  and  refis  on  Providence  for  fuccefs  without 
anxiety  or  agitation. 

As  the  great  object  of  the  evangelical  law  is  to  in- 
flruct,  and  conduct  its  votaries,  by  fanctity  of  life,  to 
a  holy  and  fupernatural  end,  its  precepts  are  propor- 
tioned to  that  end  ;  they  enforce  fanctity  beyond  the 
reach  of  human  laws  ;  they,  in  order  to  eradicate  evil, 
forbid  all  unlawful  defires,  from  thefe  iniquitous 
actions  refult.  Human  laws  are  confined  to  actions 
which  are  public,  they  cannot  reach  the  mind  nor 
what  is  concealed.  They  puniffi  the  effect,  but  leave 
the  caufe  untouched.  Add  to  this,  that  the  moral 
precepts  of  the  Gofpel,  which  enforce  the  practice  of 
virtue,  are  always  proportioned  to  the  powers  of  ac- 
tion in  its  difciples,  which  in  fome  are  greater,  in 
others  lefs  5  for  the  powers  of  action  in  every  agent 
refult,  or,  at  lean:,  are  increafed  by  the  habit  acquired, 
and  this  habit  is  flrengthened  by  a  repetition  of  acts  ; 
hence  a  perfon  advanced  in  virtue  finds  no  difficulty 
in  that  which  to  the  vicious  is  impracticable,  and  to 
thefe,  who  enter  on  a  virtuous  iife,if  not  impracticable, 
extremely  difficult*  What  is  tolerable  in  the  one  is 
r'ep.rehenfible  in  the  other.  Human  laws  are  made  for 
the  multitude,  of  whom  a  great  majority  are  imper- 
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feet,  if  not  vicious ;  they  prohibit  but  fuch  actions 
as  are  prejudicial  to  fociety  :  they  cannot  enforce  the 
practice  of  virtue.  The  precepts  of  the  divine  law  not 
only  prohibit  every  poffible  vice,  whether  public,  or 
private,  whether  in  acl,  thought,  word  or  defire, 
but  enjoin  every  virtue,  in  proportion  as  the  pow- 
ers of  action,  which  are  inceffantly  augmented  in  the 
virtuous  man,  encreafe  :  "  performing  truth  in 
charity,  Jet  us  encreafe  in  all  things,  in  him  who  is 
the  head,  Chrift,"  Eph.  IV.  15/  "  Encreafe  in  the 
knowledge  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift, "  2.  Pet.  HI.  18. 

The  fanction  of  all  human  laws  is  defective  ;  they 
can  neither  proportion  punifhments  to  the  malignity 
of  delinquents,  nor.  rewards  to  the  virtue  of  claim- 
ants ;  the  motives  and  intentions  of  both  efcape  the 
eye  of  human  juftice  ;  hence  actions,  in  themfeives 
vicious  and  reprehenftble,  are  fometimes  thought 
laudable,  and  as  fuch  deemed  worthy  a  reward, 
whilft  acts  of  heroic  virtue  are  paffed  unnoticed,  and 
not  unfrequently  treated  with  contempt. 

The  fanction  of  the  divine  law  is  perfect,  and  fpeaks 
the  wifdom  of  its  author  ;  vengeance  is  denounced 
againfl  vice,  by  him,  from  whom  no  vicious  thought 
is  concealed  ;  "  alt  things  are  naked  and  open  to 
his  eyes,"  Keb.  IV.  13.  He  will  proportion  the 
punifhment  to  the  number  and  the  malignity  of  the 
delinquent's  offences  :  "  he  will  render  to  every 
man  according  to  his  works,"  Rom.  II.  5.  As  an 
inducement  to  virtue,  rewards  are  propofed  more 
than  adequate.  If  juftice  meafures  the  punifliment 
and  the  offence,  liberality  diftributes  rewards; 
<c  the  eye  hath  not  feen,  nor  the  ear  heard,  nor  has 
it  entered  the  heart  of  man,  what  God  has  prepared 
for  thofe  who  love  him,"  1.  Cor.  II.  9. 

To  engage  the  juft  to  fanctify  their  bodies,  as 
well  as  their  fouls,  they  are  informed  that,  if  they 
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prefervethem  pure  and  unpolluted,  they  will,  after 
paying  the  debt  of  nature,  rife  again  in  giory. 

"  We  know  that  when  he  (Jefus  Chrift)  will 
appear,  we  foal!  be  like  him,  becaufe  we  (hall  fee 
him  as  he  is,"   i.  John  III.  2. 

To  deter  them  from  the  fin  of  uncleanncfs  ;  from 
all  exceffes,  and  irregularities,  they  are  told  that 
their  bodies  are  the  temples  of  God,  and  that 
God  will  deflroy  the  man,  who  prefumes  to  pro- 
phane  his  temple,  1.  Gor.  III.  17. 

If  many  who  profefs  Chriftianity,  or  rather  pre- 
tend to  profefs  it,  he  fubject  to  vice  and  irregulari- 
ties, it  is  becaufe  they  difregard  its  precepts;  offuch 
materials  Atheifls,  Deifts,  and  Phiiofophifts  are 
moulded  ;  brothels  are  their  fchools,  there  they  have 
been  taught,  and  there  their  lectures  are  received 
with  applaufe.  The  Atheift  does  not  become  a 
profligate  ;  but  the  profligate  becomes  an  Atheift. 

Effects  are  always  proportioned,  though  not  al- 
ways equal  to  the  efficacy  of  their  caufes.  It 
is  fimply  impofilble  that  any  effect,  fhould  furpafs 
the  power  of  action  in  its  caufe.  This  principle  ad- 
mitted, the  divinity  of  the  evangelical  law  is  mani- 
feft  in  its  effects  :  the  means  employed  for  the  efia- 
blifhment  of  the  law  are  fo  difproportioned  to  the 
effecls  produced,  that  the  fuccefs  muff,  be  afcribed 
to  the  divintity  of  the  law,  or,  if  you  will,  to  the 
almighty  power  of  its  author. 

Men  are  exprefsly  chofen  for  tlie  purpofe  as  dif- 
qualified  as  men  could  be  for  fuch  an  arduous  un- 
dertaking :  wealth  or  power  they  had  none  ;  to 
all  human  fcier.ee  they  were  flrangcrs ;  of  the  low- 
ed order  of  a  once  powerful,  \mi  then  degraded 
nation,  they  are  fent  :  upon  what  errand  ?  lofup- 
prefs  idolatry,  in  which  the  whole  world  was  im- 
incrfed,  and  in  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  which 

they 
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they  found  the  gratification  of  all  their  p  ifHons,  and 
moft  violent  inclinations  ;  to  aboliih  fu perdition 
interwoven  with  the  laws  of  all  nations,  in  many, 
the  very  bafis  of  empire  ;  to  confound  the  vanity 
of  all  the  fecb  of  Heathen  Philofophers  ;  to  reprefs 
abominations,  authoiifcd  by  immemorial  cuftom, 
countenanced  by  Jaw,  and  praclifed,  not  only  with 
impunity,  but  with  applaufe  ;  to  fubiiitute  a  law, 
fublime  in  its  fpeculative  doclrines,  incomprehenfible 
to  human  understanding,  beyond  the  utmoft  ftretch 
of  imagination  ;  in  its  moral  precepts  fevere,  ex- 
tending its  reftraints  to  every  faculty  of  the  mind, 
to  every  defire  of  the  foul,  declaring  that  to  be  cor- 
rupt and  vicious,  which  was  univerfally  thought 
lawful  and  laudable,  and  promifing  its  difciples  no- 
thing in  this  world  but  perfecutions  and  calamities* 
To  enfure  fuccefs,  impediments  innumerable,  to 
human  power  infurmouritable,  were  to  be  removed  ; 
the  laws  of  nations  changed  ;  the  attachment  of 
idolaters  to  their  rites  and  cuftoms,  fanctioned  by  the 
example  of  their  anceitors,  and  flattering  all  their 
paffions,  to  be  effaced;  difficulties  to  any  power  in- 
ferior to  that,  which  knows  no  bounds,  irrefiftible, 
were  to  be  encountered  :  the  perverfe  obftinacy  of 
the  jews  ;  the  intrigues  of  the  officers  of  the  heathen 
temples,  who,  feeing  their  impending  ruin,  had  re- 
courfe  to  every  artifice,  which  the  fpirit  of  darkcefs 
fuggefts  ;  the  infidious  arts  of  politicians,  fupported 
by  the  ferocious  cruelty  of  defpotic  power  ;  the  fo- 
phiftjcal  declamations  of  Heathen  philofphers,  in  a 
word,  the  united  powers  of  all  the  Spirits  of  Dark- 
nefs,  and  their  emiffaries.  What  would  a  Plato, 
who  with  all  his  wifdom  and  eloquence,  could  never 
prevail  on  a  village  to  adopt  his opinions3have  thought 
of  fuch  an  undertaking  ?  What  would  a  Cicero 
have  done  if  chofen  for  fuch  a  million  ?  Would  he 
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have  dared  to  undertake  it  ?  No,  though  confctous 
of  the  vanity  of  idols,  he  would  not  acknowledge  it  j 
though  convinced  of  the  unity  of  God,  he  dared 
not  affert  it ;  yet  it  would  have  been  more  merito- 
rious to  fpeak  well  of  truth,  than  to  fpeak  ill  of 
Anthony  ;  death  would  have  been  more  honorable 
in  defence  of  truth,  than  in  fupport  of  pevfonal  en- 
mity. 

If  all  the  Heathen  Philofophers  and  Orators  had 
united  their  efforts  to  reform  the  Heathen  world, 
would  they  have  been  fuccefsfu!  ?  No,  becaufc  they 
would  have  to  contend  with  the  moft  powerful 
interefls  and  pafTions  of  man,  and  in  them  there 
was  nothing  more  than  man.  They  never  reformed 
a  village,  not  even  themfelves.  This  great  work, 
was  referved  for  the  inftruclions  of  a  Fifherman, 
and  a  few  affociates,  dsftitute  of  human  fcience,  and 
every  human  ailiftance.  Thefe  we  fee  furmounting 
all  difficulties,  removing  all  impediments,  changing 
the  face  of  the  world,  foftening  the  manners  of 
Barbarians,  abolifhing  abominable  rites  and  cuftorns : 
*  thefe  who  infcribe  their  name  for  this  discipline, 
do  not  contract  matrimony  with  their  mothers  * 
nor  do  the  Scythians,  to  whofe  country  the  word  of 
CnHft  has  reached,  eat  human  flefh  ;  nor  do  other 
barbarous  nations  incefluoufty  defile  their  daugh- 
ters ;  nor  do  men  difregarding  the  rights  of  nature- 
abufe  each  other  ;  nor  do  they  expofe  to  dogs,  and 
birds,  as  was  their  cuftom,  the  bodies  of  their  rela- 
tives and  friends  ;  nor  do  they  ftrangle  the  old  and 
infirm  ;  nor  do  they  feed  on  the  ftefh  of  their  deareft 
friends  as  their  anceftors  did  ;  nor  do  they  facrifice 
men  to  their  idols,  as  their  inftitutions  prefcribe  ; 
nor  do  they,  deceived  by  a  falfe  opinion  of  piety, 
ftab  their  bed  beloved  friends — with  thefe  and  many 
fuch  cuftoms  was  life  infeited." — Eufcb. 

In 


*fi  In  Parthia,  ehriHians  though  Parthia  ns  have  not 
inany  wives  ;  in  Media  they  do  not  give  the  bodies 
of  the  dead  to  the  dogs,  nor  in  Perfia,  though  Perfi- 
ans,  do  they  efpoufe  their  own  daughters  ;  nor  in 
Gaul  do  men  contract  with  men  difregarding  the 
rites  of  nature  ;  nor  in  Egypt  do  they  adore  a  calf, 
a  dog,  a  buck-goat  or  a  cat  ;  wherever  they  live  they 
are  not  overcome  by  the  torment  of  cuftom,  the 
wickednefs  of  laws,  or  the  turpitude  of  immoral  in- 
fti  tut  ions  ;  nor  can  they  be  forced  by  power,  or  in- 
duced by  fulicitation,  to  commit  any  of  thefe  mon- 
Itrous  crimes5forbidden  by  the  laws  of  their  matter," 
Bardesane. 

As  the  powers  of  human  perfuafion  were  totally 
incapable  of  producing  thefe  changes,  thefuccefsof 
the  Apoftles  muft  of  all  neoeflity  be  afcribed  to  the 
divinity  of  the  law,  which  they  announced.  Lex 
Domini  immaculata  cony er tens  ctnhnau  The  irrefiftible 
power  of  the  Deity,  was  alone  adequate  to  fuch  an 
arduous  taik  :  any  power,  inferior  to  omnipotence, 
would  have  been  inefficient.  The  man  who  does  not 
fee  it,  is  miferably  blind. 

For  the  rapid  progrefs  of  Mahometan  impiety, 
and  the  extraordinary  fuccefs  of  other  fectuies,  we 
find  a  fuflicient  caufe  in  that  violent  inclination  to  fen- 
fual  pleafures,  which  is  flattered  by  thefe  teachers, their 
dehided  followers  vainly  imagine  that  the  removal  of 
ail  restraints  propofed  by  thefe  impoftors  is  no  im- 
pediment to  future  happinefs.  To  the  feverity  of  the 
Gofpel  they  have  fubftituted  a  fyftem  of  voluptuouf- 
nefs,little5if  at  all,  inferior  to  that  of  the  famed  Epicu- 
rus. Mahomet  furpaffes  him  :  for  this  arch  impoftor 
flatters  his  followers  with  a  continuation  of  that  vo- 
luptuoufnefs,  in  which  Epicurus  had  placed  fupreme 
happinefs  in  this  life  ;  he  promifed  nothing  after 
death,  but  annihilation.  Quere,  to  which  of  thefe 
clafles  do  our  modern  Sceptics  belong  f  A 
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A  man  of  folid  fenfe,  and  true  fcience,  fees  In  the 
eftabh&ment  ofChriftianity,a  miracle  of  all  others  the 
moll  convincing  ;  a  mbfniing  miracle,  againft  which 
all  fuppoiitions  are  vain  ;  a  miracle,  which  could 
neither  commence,  nor  be  continued,  but  by  almigh- 
ty power  ;  a  miracle,  which  renders  impiety  odious, 
and  inexcufable,  and  baffles  the  vain  efforts  of  its 
abettors. 

The  fophiflical  declamation  of  fome  irnpoflors  a* 
gainfl  the  miracles  related  in  the  Gofpel  comes  next 
under  consideration,  one  of  the  mod  virulent  of 
thefe,  who  from  an  intenfe  hatred  of  truth,  and  re- 
fined malignity  of  heart  and  foul  was  bed  qualified 
in  be  an  emifiary  of  the  fpirit  of  darknefs,  the  irre- 
concileable  enemy  of  man,  pretends  that  the  mira- 
cles related  in  the  Gofpel,  though  underilood  in  the 
literal  fenfe,  do  not  fufflciently  evince  the  divinity 
of  Jefbs  Chrift  ;  to  this  he  adds  that  the  miracles 
velaced,  if  underilood  in  the  literal  fenfe,  involve  a 
contradiction,  of  courfe,  as  he  pretends,  they  are  to 
be  underilood  as  allegorical,  fymbolical,  or  prophet!* 
cal  5  finally  that  when  Chrift  referred  to  miracles, 
he  did  not  fpeak  of  things,  which  he  had  done  in 
theflefh,  but  of  things  which  he  was  to  do  in  the 
fpirit.  Our  modern  Sceptics  have  borrowed  their 
ideas  from  this  Sophift,  as  he  did  from  Julian,  the 
apoftate,  and  Ceims,  the  Heathen  phitafopher,  to 
whom  he  was  as  far  fuperior  in  malice,  as  he  was 
inferior  in  fcience. 

To  what  has  been  faid  on  the  fubjecl  of  miracles 
already,  the  writer  only  adds,  that  every  event  out 
of  the  ordinary  courfe  of  things  may  be  confidereri 
in  fome  fenfe  miraculous  :  it  is  truly  fo,  or  appa- 
rently fo  ;  relatively  miraculous,  or  abfolutely  fo  : 
the  production  of  any  fubftance  immediately,  which 
did  not  exift  before,  cither  in  itfdf,  or  in  its  fubjecl, 
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is  abfelutely  miraculous,  fuch  a  production  is  the  imme- 
diate effect  of  omnipotence.  The  inftantaneous  con- 
veriion  of  one  fubftance  into  another,  the  fenfible  qua- 
lities of  which  are  both  different  and  diffimilar,  may 
or  may  not  furpafs  the  power  of  created  agents  ;  it 
•manifeftly  furpaffes  the  power  of  any  vifible  agent 
known  to  us  :  whether  it  be  abfolutely  or  relatively 
miraculous  is  ufelefs  to  enquire,  and  impoffible  to 
determine  :  for  if  all  matter  be  homogenous  in  its 
elementary  parts,  and  fpecific  difference  be  the  refult 
of  the  relative  pofition  of  thefe  parts,  fuch  a  change 
does  not  feem  to  furpafs  the  power  of  created  ar- 
gents ;  if  on  the  contrary  the  elementary  parts  of 
matter  be  fpecifically  different,  and  independent  on 
relative  pofition,  the  converfion  of  one  fubftance  into 
another  is  beyond  the  limits  of  created  power  :  be- 
caufe  it  is  not  within  the  courfe  of  the  eftablifhed 
order,  which  no  created  Being  is  allowed  to  tranf- 
grefs . 

To  communicate  life  to  a  body,  in  which  it  has 
been  totally  extinguished,  is  an  abfolute  miracle. 
The  truth  of  this  obfervation  is  manifeft  from  this 
(imple  confideration,  that  in  the  foetus  there  is  adif* 
pofition,  an  immediate  tendency  to  life,  it  is  of  courfe 
enlivened  in  due  time,  according  to  the  order  efta- 
blifhed  by  the  Creator;  but  the  extinction  of  life 
introduces  a  contrary  difpofition,  a  tendency  to  cor- 
ruption. To  reftore  life  by  any  created  agent  would 
require  the  eftablifhment  of  a  new  order  directly 
contrary  to  that,  which  the  Creator  himfelf  has 
eftablifhed,  which  is  manifeftly  impoffible. 

The  healing  of  a  difeafe,  though  incurable  by  any 
means  or  remedies  known  to  man,  does  not  fee tn  to 
furpafs  the  power  ofcteated  agents  :  whiift  life  fub- 
fifts,  the  fprings  on»  which  it  depends,  however, 
weakened,  may   be  reinftated  by  feme  powerful, 
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agent,  removing  obftacles,  and  applying  remedies 
to  us  unknown. 

The  inflantaneous  reftoration  of  perfect  health, 
without  the  application  of  any  remedy,  in  the  cafe 
of  a  long  and  lingering  difeafe,  though  curable  in  due 
courfe  of  time,  and  by  ordinary  means,  may  be  claf- 
fed  with  the  former,  and  is  relatively  miraculous. 

It  is  an  invariable  rule  that  the  powers  of  created 
agents  are  great  in  proportion  to  the  excellence  of 
their  nature,  but  never  of  fuch  extent  as  to  fubvert 
the  order  eftablifhed  by  the  Creator ;  the  fuppofition 
is  ridiculous  :  becaufe  their  powers  of  action,  howe- 
ver great,  cannot  equal  his,  who  gave  them  $  they 
muft  therefore  be  fubject  to  the  controul  of  the 
laws  eftablifhed  by  him.  As  the  fpiritual  or  intel- 
lectual world  is  effentially  different  from  the  material 
world  which  we  inhabit,  the  laws  to  which  they 
are  fubject  mud  be  different,  many  laws,  on  which 
the  fymmetry,  harmony,  and  beauty,  of  this  vifible 
world  depends  we  know  by  experience;  thus  we 
know  the  laws  of  motion,  others  we  conjecture 
from  analogy,  the  mod  effential  efcape  our  obfei  va* 
tion. 

Spirit  and  matter  formed  into  one  principle  of 
action  by  a  fubftantial  union,  is  the  link  in  the  chain 
of  Bdngs,  which  unites  the  intellectual  and  material 
world  ;  man  is  therefore  in  part  fubject  to  the  laws 
of  both,  not  ftrictly,  and  exclufively  to  the  laws  of 
either  :  thys,  though  the  human  body  be  affected 
by  the  laws  of  motion,it  is  not  fo  ftrictly  fo,  as  the  in« 
animate  ftone  ;  for  being  not  merely  the  paffive  in- 
itrument  of  the  foul,  but  an  effential  part  of  the 
man,  the  principle  of  action,  it  partakes  in  fome 
meafure  of  his  locomotive  powers,  of  this  the  inani- 
mate ftone  is  incapable ;  in  like  manner  the  human 
foul  not  being  a  complete  fpirit,  and  independent 
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agent,  but  the  fubftantial  form,  which  animates 
matter,  and  informs  the  human  body,  it  muft  de- 
pend on  the  body  in  many  of  its  operations  :  it  is 
therefore  in  fome  meafure  fubject  to  the  laws  of 
motion,  which  govern  this  vifible  world. 

What  are  the  laws,  which  govern  the  intellectual 
world  we  do  not  know;  what  are  the  powers  of 
acHon  in  fpirits,  in  themfelves  complete  and  inde- 
pendent agents,  we  are  left  to  conjecture*  From 
analogy  we  conclude  that  they  poffefs  locomotive 
power,  becaufe  we  poffefs  this  power  from  the  in- 
herent activity  of  our  foul,  a  quality  of  which  matter 
is  deftitute,  and  which  to  matter  is  incommunicable; 
this  power  is  great  in  proportion  to  the  fuperior 
excellence  of  their  nature,  but  circumfcribed  by  the 
eftablifhed  order,  which  they  are  not  allowed  to 
deftrov. 

How  a  fpirit  ads  on  matter  we  do  not  know;  or 
how  impreflions  are  made  on  fpirits  by  material  ob* 
jedb  we  are  yet  to  difcover  ;  that  both  is  common 
we  know,  but  the  manner  is,  and  in  all  appearance 
ever  will  be,  an  inpenetrable  fecret. 

From  experience  we  know  the  mutual  actions  of 
all  bodies ;  it  is  in  a  certain  ratio,  in  certain  diftan- 
ces  invariably  the  fame.  This  is  the  refult  of  laws, 
depending  folely  on  the  will  of  the  Creator,  fo  con  - 
ftant  in  their  operation,  that  they  are  fubjecr.  to 
mathematical  precifion  ;  if  we  may  judge  by  analogy, 
the  anions  of  fpirits  on  material  obje&s,  and  the 
imprefiions  made  on  fpirits  by  fuch  objects,  or  on 
one  fpirit  by  another,  muft  be  the  refult  of  laws 
eftablifhed  for  the  government  of  the  intelledual 
world. 

One  created  fpirit  having  from  its  nature  no  au- 
thority over  another  in  the  intelleaual  world,  the 
impreifions,  which  it  makes,  or  any  authority  which 
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it  exercifes,  muft  depend  folely  on  the  will  of  the 
Creator,  and  on  the  rules  eftablifhed  by  him  for 
the  government  of  pure  intelligences  ;  die  inter- 
vention  offenfible  objects  is  therefore  totally  un« 
neceffary.    Matter  fo  far  from  aflifting  an  intelli- 
gence in  its  operations,  would  only  impede.  Whe* 
ther  fuch  intervention  be  neceffary  to  enable  a  dif- 
engaged fpirit  to  make  imprefiions  on  the  human 
mind,  whilft  informing  the  body,  or  not,  is  uncer- 
tain, the  writer  thinks  fuch  intervention  total  ufe^ 
lefs  :  for  fince  many  operations  of  the  mind  are 
independent  on  the  fenfes,  no  reafon  can  be  afligned, 
why  a   difengaged  fpirit,  acting  according  to  the 
laws  eftablifhed  for  the  intellectual  world,  mould 
not  make  imprefiions  on  the  mind,  whilft  informing 
the  body,  as  when  difengaged,  the  mind  whether 
inf  ranting  the  body,  or  difengaged,  being  the  fame  in 
all  its  effential  properties.    Hence,  when  it  is  faid 
in  the  fcriptures,  that  angels  have  appeared  to  men, 
fpoken  to  them,  &c.  the  affumption  of  bodies  com- 
pofed  of  air,  or  any  other  material  fubftance,  feems 
totally  unnecefTary,  as  they  might,wirhout  deviating 
from  eftablifhed  rules,  make  the  fame  imprefiions 
on  the  minds  of  the  perfons,  to  whom  they  appeared, 
without  the  intervention  of  any  fenfible  object. 

That  the  powers  of  aclion  inherent  in  difengaged 
fpirits,  whether  of  light  or  darknefs,  are  far  fuperior 
to  ours  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  obfervations  ; 
that  therefore  they  may  produce  effects  in  appear- 
ance miraculous  muflbe  admitted;  but  thefe  effects,  * 
however  great,  muft  be  under  the  controul  of  the 
general  order  eftablifhed  by  the  Creator,  which 
they  cannot  fubvert.  Thus,  for  example,  to  raife  a 
temp-eft  -  confined  to  a  certain  fpace,  by  caufmg  an 
unufual  commotion  in  a  certain  portion  of  air,  may, 
and  in  all  appearance  is,  within  the  power  of  an  Angel 
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of  Light  or  Darknefs ;  but  to  (lop  the  motion  of  the 
moon,  the  ebbing  or  flowing- of  the  fea,  is  not  within 
the  reach  of  e&hei  :  it  is  beyond  the  limits  of  crea- 
ted power,  b  :  ;(e  it  is  a  general  order,  which  no 
created  povtr  cari  deftroy. 

Whatever  jpomlu  Angels  of  Light,  or  Spirits  of 
Darknefs,  may  poffifs,  they  cannot  exercife  them  to 
thedeftructicn  of  God's  Works  without  his  permini- 
on  j  let  their  powers  <&£  deftruction  be  ever  fo  great, 
they  cannot  deftroy  a  fly  without  his  permiffion  :  for, 
being  all  fecondary  cauies,  they  muft  depend  on  God, 
the  primary  caufe,  in  all  their  actions.  Hence  it  fol- 
lows, that  they  can  produce  no  extraordinary  effects, 
furpaffing  the  power  of  vifible  agents,  in  fupport  of 
error  not  difcoverable  by  reafon,  becaufe  fuch  effects 
would  unavoidably  feduce  men  from  truth,  which 
perfects  the  mind,  and  lead  to  criminal  errors  which 
corrupt  it — It  would  be  the  deftruction  of  God's 
greateft  work  in  this  vifible  world. 

That  in  the  times  of  heathen  fuperiiition,  the  Spi- 
rits of  Darknefs,  did  effect  fome  things  furpaffing  the 
power  of  vifible  agents,  is  extremely  probable  :  but 
the  error,  which  thefe  extrordinary  events  were  in- 
tended to  authorife,  that,  is,  idolatry,  was  in  itfelf  fo 
abfurd,  fo  oppofite  to  the  light  of  reafon,  that  none 
could  be  deceived  who  confulted  reafon,  The  per- 
miffion of  fuch  events  was  one  of  thefe  dreadful 
judgments  which  God,  in  his  juftice,  exercifes  on 
thofe  who  make  their  reafon  fubfervient  to  their 
paffions.  Where  the  error  is  not  fenfible,  or  not  fo 
manifeft  that  reafon  may  without  difficulty  detect  it, 
fuch  events  are  not  permitted  :  they  are  inconflftent 
with  the  general  order  of  Providence,  which  will  not 
permit  God's  creatures  to  be  unavoidably  feduced, 
and  his  works  corrupted* 

Of  falfe  teachers,  fince  the  eftablifhrnent  of  chriftu 
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~  anity,  few  have  appealed  to  fupernaturaf  effects  to 
warrant  their  million  ;  they  who  did  were  miferably 
difappointed  :  fome  arch  impoftors,  who,  to  coun- 
tenance their  errors,  did  pretend  to  fupernatural 
powers,  were  detected  ;  they  had  prevailed  on  fome 
deluded  wretches  to  feign  themfelves  dead,  when 
they  pretended  to  raife  them  they  were  found  ia 
reality  lifelefs.  The  relatives  of  thefe  wretches  pub- 
limed  the  cheat. 

It  has  been  already  obferved  that  miracles,  as 
all  other  facts,  are  known,  not  by  metaphyseal  dif- 
quifition,  but  by  the  teftimony  of  their  fenfes  to 
the  immediate  witnefTes,  to  us,  at  a  diftance  from 
the  times,  and  fcenes  of  action,  by  the  teftimony  of 
the  witneffes  authentically  tranfmitted.  Thus  we 
know  that  Cse far  was  murdered,  with  as  unerring 
Certainty  as  the  men  who  af]Hted  at  that  tragical 
fcene  ;  the  conviction  of  thi  truth  is  as  ftrong  on 
our  minds,  but  the  imprerHon  of  horror  is  dimi- 
nifhed. 

Facts,  which  are  not  uncommon,  are  believed 
without  difcuffion  ;  if  they  be  net  interefting,  the 
difcuffion  is  minute  in  proportion  as  facts  are  in- 
terefting, yet  whilft  they  remain  in  the  ordinary 
courfe  of  events,  there  muft  be  ftrong  prejudices 
againft  a  witnefs  to  ruin  his  credit.  Extraordinary 
facts  are  not  admiffible,  nor  are  they  ever  univer- 
fally  believed,  without  ftricc  enquiry  ;  the  leaft 
prejudice  againft  a  witnefs,  will  invalidate  his  tef- 
timony, hence  we  may  conclude  that  facts  extreme- 
ly interefting,  which  furpafs  the  power  of  vifible 
agents,  cannot  poflibly  obtain  credit  if  the  wit- 
neffes, who  atteft  them,  be  not  found  upon  ftrict 
jnveft  igation,  free  ivom  fefpicion,  of  furprife,  fraud 
or  defign. 

Man  is  by  nature  to  conftituted  that  he  eafily  be- 
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lieves  what  flatters  his  paflions,  if  it  be  not  out  of  the 
ordinary  courfe  of  things,  if  fo,  however  flattering  the 
event  may  appear,  a  wife  man  mult  fufpend  his  opini- 
on, until  after  difcuffion  ;  but  man  is  inacceffible  to  a 
truth,  which  mortifies  him,  if  not  forced  by  incon- 
teftible  evidence  to  admit  it.  As  miracles  in  general 
have  been  offered  in  proof  of  truths  mortifying  to 
human  nature,  contradicting  man's  mo  ft  violent  in- 
clinations, captivating  his  underftanding,  and  curb- 
ing his  imagination,  it  would  have  been  more  than 
a  miracle  if  they  had  obtained  credit  without  difcuffi- 
on, or  if,  upon  the  mod  exact  and  critical  difcuffion 
they  had  not  been  fupported  by  irrefiftibie  evidence  : 
hence  St.  Auflin  fays  :  the  man,  who  does  not  be- 
lieve thefe  prodigies  to  have  been  effe&ed,  which 
the  world  believes,  is  himfelf  a  prodigy. 

To  found  an  affent  in  prudence  it  is  neceffary  to  be 
well  affured  thac  the  witneffes  of  miraculous  events 
were  not  deceived,  nor  difpofed  to  deceive;  if  to  thefe 
conditions  a  third  be  added,  that  is,  that  any  attempt 
to  deceive  would  have  been  fruitlefs,  the  teftimony 
is  unexceptionable  :  it  imprefTes  conviction  on  the 
mind  \  to  refuie  an  affent  is  the  effect  of  perverfe  ob- 
flinacy. 

Thefe  principles  pre-fuppofed,  let  us  proceed  to  ex- 
amine the  miracles  of  Jcfus  Chrift.  As  man  he  was 
the  moft  humble,  meek,  humane  and  innocent,  cf 
Adam's  race  ;  his  life  fo  free  from  blemifh,  or  even 
fufpicion,  that  he  fubmitted  it  to  the  criticifm  of 
his  enemies  ;  "  which  of  you,"  faid  he,  John  iv.  46, 
"  will  charge  me  with  fin  ?"  that  the  traitor  who  fold 
him,  acknowledged  his  innocence  "I  have  finned,  be- 
traying innocent  blood,"  Matt,  xxvii.  4  ;  the  charges 
brought  before  Pilate  by  his  moft  malignant  enemies 
were  fo  manifeflly  calumnious,  that,  from  them, 
without  hearing  a  word  in  his  defence,  Pilate  was 
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convinced  of  his  innocence:  "I  find  in  himnocaufe," 
John  xviii,  38  ;  and  when  forced  by  the  clamors  of 
the  Jews  to  con  fen  t  to. his  death,  he  walhed  his  hands 
faying:  "  I  am  innocent  of  the  blood  of  this  juft 
man,"  Matt  xxvii,  24.    The  fan&ity  of  his  doctrine 
was  perfectly  correfpondent  with  the  fanclity  of  his 
life,  a  fketch  of  his  morality  has  been  given,  and,  con- 
trafted  with  that  of  the  heathen  phiJofophers  ;  he 
fiiewed  the  foliy  and  impiety  of  idolatry  ;  the  necef- 
,-fity  of  honoring  one  God,  Creator  of  all  things ;  the 
boundlefs  fubrniffion  due  to  his  orders  in  -the  moft 
trying  circumftances.  Impoftors  do  not  faenfice  their 
lives  to  enforce  obedience  to  the  law  of  God,  their 
lives  were  never  remarkable  for  fanctity  ;  the  blaf- 
pheming  Sciolift,  who  pretends  that  Jefus  Chrift  was 
an  impoflor,  ought  to  affign  feme  private  intereft, 
which  he  had  in  view.    Irnpoi!ors,  who  have  no 
other  object  in  view  but  the  glory  of  God,  and  the 
welfare  of  man  ;  who  facrifice  themfelves  to  the 
happinefs  of  others,  are  of  fuch  an  uncommon  char- 
acter, that  they  are  to  be  fought  for  In  the  wild  im- 
agination of  modern  fcribblers— there  are  no  fuch 
phenomena  in  nature. 

To  pais  unnoticed  the  miracles  attending  his  birth, 
by  which  his  million  was  announced,  let  us  examine 
minutely  fome  of  the  many,  which  he  wrought  to 
at'teft  the  truth  of  his  doctrine,the  firfl  we  find  upon 
record  is  the  con  verfion  of  water  into  wine  at  Caria 
in  Galilee,  John  II.  The  witnefTes  were  numerous, 
the  difciples  were  prefent  :  "  he  man  if  eft  ed  his  glo- 
ry, and  his  difciples  believed  in  him,"  v.  2.  The 
difciples  were  not  philofophers,  no,  nor  were  the 
waiters  who  drew  the  waters,  and  filled  the  fix  ftone- 
pots,  each  containing  two  or  three  metretas^  or  mea- 
sures ;  but  the  mod  illiterate  peafant  knows  the 
difference  between  wine  and  water,  as  well  as  the 
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moft  acute  philofopher.  The  water  might  have  been 
removed  and  wine  fubftituted  by  fome  artifice.  Yes, 
if  there  had  been  but  an  ounce  or  two,  or  even  a 
few  pounds,  by  fome  ftratagem  might  have  been  re* 
moved  ;  but  the  impoflibility  of  deception  in  fo 
great  a  quantity  is  manifeft  :  the  Greek  metreta  and 
the  Hebrew  bat  us  was  a  meafure  of  a  cubic  foot  ;  a 
cubic  foot  of  water  weighs  fixty  two  pounds  and 
half  avoirdupoife,  or  76TsTTroy  weight,  the  philo- 
fopher may  confult  any  writer  on  hydroftatics,  the 
unlearned  may  believe  it  on  the  credit  of  the  au- 
thor. Hence  confining  each  pot,  to  two  metretas, 
or  meafures,  the  quantity  of  water  converted  into 
wine  .  was  nine  hundred  and  feventeen  pounds, 
Troy.  The  inftantaneous  removal  of  fuch  a  quan- 
tity unknown  to,  or  unobferved  by  fpectators,  is  not 
within  the  reach  of  ftratagem  or  artifice. 

A  chemical  preparation  might  give  the  appearance 
of  wine  to  a  fmall  quantity  of  water,  and  impofe  on 
the  fimplicity  of  perfons  unaccuftomed  to  wine  ; 
but  a  chemical  preparation  to  convert  twohogfheads 
of  water  inftantaneoufly  into  wine,  unobferved  by 
the  fpedlators,  muft  be  extracted  from  the  feculence 
of  a  modern  fceptic's  brain.  As  the  wine  was  not 
confumed,  nor  intended  to  be  confumed,  immedi- 
ately, in  a  company  where  there  was  a  prefident  of 
the  facerdotal  order  to  prevent  the  effects  of  intem- 
perance, as  was  the  cuftom  of  the  Jews  upon  fuch 
occafions,  the  deception,  if  any  had  been,  muft  have 
been  detected. 

To  remove  every  fufpicion  of  fraud,  the  waiters 
were  ordered  to  draw  the  water,  to  fiW  the  ftone 
pots,  which  being  intended  for  the  Jewifli  purifica* 
tions,  were  always  to  be  filled  with  pure  elementary 
water ;  from  this  water  untouched  byJefusChrifttopre- 
fent  to  the  prefident  of  the  company ,  who,  from  his 
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office,  muft  have  been  perfe&lyfober,  he  declared  it 
wine  of  a  fuperior  quality. 

The  fa<5t  was  publicly  afferted   by  fome  of  the 
witriefies  whilft   they   were   all,  or  at  lead  a  great 
majority  of  them  living,  and   not  contradicted  by 
avowed  enemies,  no  fact  was  ever  authentic  if  this 
be  not.    Let  us  pafs  to  another  equally  authentic* 
and  not  lefs  furpaftlag  the  powar  of  man,  Matt.  xiv. 
We  read  that  with  five  loaves  and  two  fi flies  5000 
men  befides  women  and  children  were  fed>  and  that 
twelve  balkets  were  filled  with  the  fragments,  which 
remained.    Here  there  was  no  room  for  deception, 
orcollufion  :  5000  men  were  not  taught  to  believe 
that  they  had  dined,  and  difmified  with  hungry  bellies, 
words  do  not  fatisfy  hunger  :  fomething  more-fob* 
ftantial  than  found  is  neceffary  to  appeafc  its  cravings* 
Why  were  fuch  numbers  collected  ?  becaufe  they  had 
already  feen  the  moft  unheard  of  prodigies.  "And 
Jefus,'anfwering,  fatd  to  them,  (John's  difciples)  go 
and  relate  to  John  what  you  have   heard  and  feen, 
the  blind  fee,  the  lame  walk,  the  lepers  are  cleanfed, 
the  deaf  hear,  the  dead  rife  again."  Matt.  xi.  4 — 5.  St. 
Luke  adds  :  "  at  that  hour  he  relieved  many  from 
difeafcs,  and  infirmities,  and  gave  fight  to  many* 
who  were  blind  :"  vii.  21.   He  had  already  raifed  to 
life  the  widow  of  Nairn's  fon,  of  which   miracle  the 
whole  country  was  informed  t  Luke  vii.  15.  Thefe 
miracles  were  public  ;  John's  difciples  had  feen  them, 
or  he  would  not  have  ordered  them  to  relate  what 
they  faw,  it  wculd  have  been  a  moft  ridiculous  in- 
junction.   If  is  no.t  matter  of  furprife  that  fome 
thoufands  were  collected  ;  but  it  is  a  melancholy 
reflection  that  the  inveterate  and  incurable  envy  of 
the  Pharifees  preventedgreater  numbers  from  attend* 
ing  to  the  inftruftions  of  fuch  a  teacher  ;  they,  who 
did,  were  not  difappointed :  "  and  he,  coming  forth, 
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faw  a  great  multitude,  and  had  companion  on  them* 
and  healed  their  fick,"  Matt.  iav.  14  ;  41  And  there 
came  to  him  great  multi  tudes,  having  with  them 
the  dumb,  the  blind,  the  lame,  and  many  others, 
and  they  caft  them  at  his  feet,  and  he  healed  them,'5 
Matt.  XV,  30  ;  "  fo  that  the  multitudes  wondered 
feeing  the  dumb  fpeak,  the  lame  walk,  and  the  blind 
fee,  and  they  glorified  the  God  of  ifrael,"  ibid.  Of 
thefe  multitudes  many  attended  for  inftruclion'; 
fome  in  gratitude  for  paft  relief  from  infirmities  ; 
others  in  hopes  of  prefent  ;  of  the  Pharifees,  and 
their  adherents,  fome  attra&ed  by  fimple,  perhaps 
faultlels,  curiofity,  others  to  fcrutinize,  and  detect,  if 
po&bie,  fome  word  or  acHon,  on  which  to  found  an 
accufation,  anddiminifh  the  credit  ofaman,who  un- 
maiked  their  hypocrify,  of  this  laft  clafs  it  does  not 
appear  that  many  were  in  the  defert. 

But  why  withdraw  into  this  defert  place  ?  Herod 
had  juft  put  John  to  death,  and,  hearing  the  report 
of  Chrift's  miracles,  was  defirous  of  feeing  him, Luke 
IX.  9.  Chrift  did  not  think  proper  at  that  time  to 
expofe  himfelf  to  the  fury  of  that  tyrant,  more- 
over the  place  was  not  far  diftant  from  a  populous 
country,  in  which  there  was  no  fcarcity  of  provifi- 
ons.  Hence  St.  Luke  fays,  IX.  12,  "  the  day  began 
to  decline,  and  the  Twelve  came,  and  faid  to  him  : 
difrnifs  the  crouds  that,  going  into  the  towns  and 
villages  about,  they  may  lodge  and  find  provisions."' 

But  why  remain  three  whole  days  without  pro- 
vifions  ?  It  is  not  faid  that  they  were  without  pro- 
viuons,  but  that  they  were  three  days  attending  to 
Chrift'sinftru&ions:  the quantity-,which  they  brought, 
appears  to  have  been  confiirned  before  the  evening  of 
the  third  day,  and  as  they  delayed  until  perhaps  it 
might/  have  been  inconvenient  to  fome>  and  impof- 
liblc  cb  others,  to.  find  provifions,  that  night  in  the 
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djacent  towns  and  villages,  had  they  been  difmif 
fed  without  food,  fame  of  them  would  have  fainted 
on  the  way.  But  why  remain  until  evening  ? 
ChriiVs  will,  to  which  all  his  creatures  are  obe- 
dient, was  a  fufficient  reafon,  the  attractive  powers 
of  his  divine  prefence,  and  his  heavenly  voice , 
eafily  detained  them. 

In  this  miracle,  the  authenticity  of  which  is  un- 
exceptionable, the  almighty  power  of  God  is  mani- 
fe(L  It  does  not  appear  that  the  loaves  were  in- 
creafed  by  any  additional  matter,  whether  imme- 
diately created,  or  pre-exifling  in  fome  other  form, 
and  fuper-added  :  St.  John  fays,  exprefsly,  that  the 
twelve  bafkets  of  fragments,  which  remained  were  of 
the  barley  loaves,  (vi)  of  thefe,  not  of  any  additional 
matter,  the  men  mud  have  eaten,  and,  as  they  were 
ranged  in  companies  of  fifties  and  hundreds,  (Mark 
vi)  thefe  five  loaves  muft  have  been  prefent,and  eaten 
at  the  fame  time  by  thefe  different  companies,  lefs 
than  five  loaves,  was  not  fufheient  for  a  company  of 
fifty,  they  muft  alfo  have  been  prefent  in  the  bafkets, 
after  the  company  had  dined.  This  obfervation  may 
ferve  as  a  corrective  to  the  wild  declamation  of  fome 
new  fangled  teachers,who,  though  believing  the  pow- 
er of  God  to  be  infinite,  pretend  to  confine  it  by  their 
own  imagination,  as  if  infinite  power  cannot  produce 
an  effect  beyond  the  range  of  limited  imagination. 

Of  thefe  raifed  from  the  dead,  three  are  particu- 
larly mentioned  by  the  Evangelifts,  perhaps  they 
were  of  greater  note,  or  the  facts,  from  their  nature, 
were  lefs  liable  to  objection.  The  widow  of  Nairn's 
fbn,  Luke  VII.  15  ;  the  daughter  of  Jair,  prince  of 
the  fynagogue,  Matt.  IX,  Mark  VI,  Luke  VHI  ;  and 
Lazarus,  John  XL  Modern  Seeptics,  in  imitation  of 
their  anceftors,  the  Heathen  philosophers,  under  the 
influence  of  the  fame  fpirit  of  darknefs,  "  who  is 
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King  over  all  the  fens  of  pride,"  Job  XLL  25  % 
*'  at  whofe  will  they  are  held  captives,"  2d  Tim. 
II.  26  ;  "  by  whofe  envy  death  entered  into  the 
world,  and  whom  all  thefe  imitate,  who  are  of  his 
party,"  Wifdom  II.  25,  have  exhaufted  invention  to 
throw  fome  obfeurity  on  thefe  miracles  ;  their  efforts 
have  only  ferved  to  elucidate  them. 

The  firft  is  thus  related  by  St.  Luke  :  "  as  he  ap- 
proached ^he  gate  of  the  city  a  dead  man  was  carried 
out,  an  only  fon  to  his  mother,  and  fhe  a  widow,  a 
great  multitude  from  the  city  with  her  ;  whom  when 
the  Lord  faw  he  was  moved  with  compaflion  for 
her  ;  and  faid  to  her  do  not  weep  ;  and  coming  up 
he  touched  the  coffin,  (thefe  who  carried  it  flood) 
and  faid  young  man,  I  fay  to  thee,  arife ;  and 
he  who  had  been  dead  fat  up,  and  began 
to  fpeak,  and  he  gave  him  to  his  mother :  fear 
feized  them  all,  and  they  magnified  Gcd," 
Luke  VII. 

There  might  have  been  a  collufion,  fays  the  Scep- 
tic, between  Chrift  and  the  Widow,  it  is  faid  that  a 
drowning  man  will  catch  at  a  rufh,  defpair  fuggefts 
fubterfuges,  which  carry  improbability  and  fome- 
times  impoffibility,  on  their  face,fuch  is  the  prefent  : 
it  does  not  appear  that  Chrift's  poffefiions  in  Judea 
were  great,  or  that  he  made  any  valuable  acquiiitions 
for  the  aggrandizement  of  himfelf  or  family.  The 
pretended  collufion  would  require  no  trifling  fum  : 
to  purchafe  the  perpetual  filence  of  a  woman  of  fome 
note,  of  her  fon,  of  all  perfons  concerned  in  a  public 
funeral,  was  not  eafy,to  pafs  unnoticed  the  impoffibili- 
ty of  irnpofmg  on  his  difciples,of  whom  we  fliall  fpeak 
hereafter. 

To  this  firft  fubterfuge  the  Sceptic  adds  a  fecond  : 
perhaps,  fays  he,  the  young  man  was  in  a  lethargic 
St.    Why  not  inform  us  by  what  extraordinary 
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combination  of  events  Chrift  arrived  at  the  very 
inflant  of  his  recovery  ?  What  amazing  fagacity  he 
muft  have  had  to  difcover  that  this  young  man, 
whom  he  had  no£  feen,  and  who  was  thought  dead 
by  thofe,  who  faw  hiro>  was  but  in  a  lethargic  fife, 
and  that  he  would  awake  precifely  at  that  inftant  of 
time,  and  in  that  place?  What  penetration  of 
x  mind  does  our  Sceptic  difplay  in  his  different  fuppo- 
fit  ions  ? 

His  )aft  fubterfuge  yet  remains  to  be  examined  : 
St.  Luke  is  the  only  Evangelift  who  relates  this  fa  civ, 
and  he  was  not  preterit  at  it.  True,  but  he  is.  not  the 
Only  one  who  believed  it.  The  fact  was  never  de- 
nied by  the  jews,  nor  contradicted ;  if  we  may 
judge  by  his  writings,  St.  Luke  was  not  a  man  open 
to  feduction  y  be  mull  have  had  the  fait  from  un- 
queflionable  authority,  or  he  wou»d  not  have  relate^ 
it  ;  Men  of  fenfe  are  not  iaipoftor*  without  private 
views* 

The  Evangelhts  did  not  write  a  hiftory  of  Chrift's. 
miracles :  their  objeel  was  to  fhew  that  he  was  the 
Meffias^  prom i fed  and  expecled  by  the  Jews,  and  to 
engage  borh  thein,and  she  Gentiles,  to  believe  in  him, 
and  obferve  the  maxims  of  his  divine  law,  to  evince 
the  truth  of  his  minion,,  and  the  indifpenfable  nccef- 
fity  of  obedience  to  his  precepts  :  they  fpoke  in  gene- 
ral of  his  miracles,  fpaafj4ng  fome>  which  to.  them, 
and  to  us  alio,  appeared  unexceptionable,  in  this  we 
admire,  their  wif^om  :  Why  fo  ?-  became  any  one 
miraculous  eftecl,  beyond  the  reach  of  created  power, 
is  fuiiicient  to  authenticate  his  million,  and  ali  the 
ether  miracles,  which  he  wrought  ;  as  it  was  fcnpof- 
fibie  that  God,  by  an  immediate  interference,  Ihould 
authorize  deception,  or  permit  any  deception  in  his 
ni me,  without  affording  luflicient  means  to  detect  k. 

Rat  why  did  not  all  the  Evangeiifts  relate  the  fame 
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trades  ?  They  did  :  for  they  fay  in  general  that 
he  healed  the  lick,  the  lame  and  blind ;  that  he  raifed 
the  dead,  and  caft  out  evil  fpirits*    They  did  not  al- 
ways fpecify  the  fame  miracles  becaufe  they  did  not 
confult  each  the  other,  nor  acl  in  concert  having  no 
impofture  in  view,  hence  each  of  the  Evangelifts  in- 
filled more  particularly  on  what  he  thought  fuffici- 
ent  for  his  purpofe.    Three  of  the  Evangelifts  relate 
the  refurreclion  of  jair's  daughter  :  their  Ample  nar- 
ration leaves  no  room  for  fufpicion  :  Chrilt  on  his 
return  from  the  country  of  the  Gerafani,  who  were 
difpteafed  for  the  lofs  of  their  hogs,  was  met  by  the 
Prince  of  the  Synagogue*  a  man  of  great  note  in  the 
country,  he  tells  Chrifl  that  his  daughter  was  dying, 
and,  proftrate  at  his  feet,  he  prayed  him  to  come  and 
heal  her,  on  the  way  a  mefienger  arrived,  who  in- 
formed them  that  the  girl  was  dead*    Chrift  tells  the 
difconfolate  father  not  to  fear,and  continues  his  jour- 
ney ;  at  their  arrival  they  found  a  tumult,  tears  and 
Iamentations,fome  mufical  inftruments  playing.as  was 
cuftomary  with  the  Jews  $  Chrift  orders  them  all  out, 
faying,  the  child  is  not  dead  but  fleeps,  thereby  lig* 
nifying  that  it  was  as  eafy  for  him  to  raife  her  from 
death,  as  to  awake  her  from  (Jeep  :  he  then  takes 
with  him  the  girl's  parents,  and  three  of  his  difciples, 
as  witneffes,  whiift  the  croud  decided  him  for  attempt- 
ing  to  awake  a  girl   from    death,  which  they 
thought  impoillble  ;  he   then   takes  the  girl  by  the 
hand,  and  ordered  her  to  rife,  which  me  did  imme- 
diately ;  the  farcaftical  derinon  of  the  multitude  only 
fervedto  filence  obloquy,  and  remove  the  moft  dis- 
tant fufpicion,  or  even  colour  of  deception.  This 
fimple  narration  fets  the  powers  of  invention  at  defi- 
ance :  there  could  have  been  no  colluflon  with  the 
prince,  and  his  whole  family.    An  impoftor,  on  the 
news  of  her  death,  would  have  interrupted  his  j  our- 
ney ; 


ney  ;  he  would  not  dare  to  promife  relief,  which  he 
muft  know  was  not  within  his  power  j  he  could  not 
prefume  that  the  girl  Was  in  a  trance,  and  would 
recover  at  the  very  inftant  that  he  ordered,  not 
before,  all  thefe  circumflan  ces  leave  no  room  for 
cavilling. 

To  fet  the  vanity  of  our  modern  Sceptics  in  a  clear 
light ,the  conjeclures,on  which  they  pretend  to  invali- 
date the  truth  of  miracles,  which  have  flood  the  teft 
of  ages,  and  obtained  the  fufFrage  of  all  polifhed  na- 
tions, are  here  inferted  : 

They  are,  fay  they,  related  in  fuch  order  as  gives 
room  for  fuipicion.  The  refurreclion  of  Lazarus, 
the  greatefc  of  ChrhTs  miracles,  is  omitted  by  Mat- 
thew, Mark,  and  Luke  ;  related  by  John,  who 
wrote  his  gofpei  at  an  advanced  age,  when  the  wit- 
neffes  were  dead,  he  might  then  have  invented  this 
h&L  in  honor  of  his  mafter.  It  is  not  probable  that 
the  other  three  would  have  omitted  it  if  the  fact 
had  not  been  fuppofed.  The  widow  of  Nairn  might 
have  agreed  with  Chrift,  and  her  fon  might  have 
feigned  himfdf  dead,  or  he  might  have  been  in  a 
lethargy,  and  roufed  at  that  critical  inftant  5  Jair's 
daughter  might  have  been  fubjcd  to  vapours ; 
Chrift  Kimfelf  faid  tl  at  me  flept ;  as  he  direded 
them  to  conceal  the  miracle,  he  did  not  think  it 
unexceptionable  ;  the  circumftances  of  Lazarus's  re- 
forretlion  render  the  miracle  doubtful :  Chrift  is 
faid  to  have  wept,  to  have  called  with  a  loud  voice  ; 
and  Lazarus  to  have  rifen,  his  face  covered  with 
a  towel,  thefe  circumftances  found  a  fufpicion  of  im* 
pofture,  a*id  the  prefumption  is  encreafed  by  the  fury 
of  the  jews,  who  refoived  to  put  both  Chrift  and 
Lazarus  to  death. 

If  to  eflablifli  facts,  or  to  efface  pre- conceived  opi- 
nions, tfie  Evangelifts  had  offered  fufpicions  and 
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fbrmifes,  they  would  have  been  objects  of  umverfal 
derifion  :  wild  conjectures  either  for,  or  againft 
hiilory,  are  treated  with  contempt.  The  fufpicions 
againft  the  refurrection  of  the  widow's  fon,  and 
Jair's  daughter,  have  been  already  difcuiled  ;  the 
injunction  of  fiiencc  is  an  indirect  cenfure  on  vanity  ; 
if  the  three  Evangelifts  do  not  make  fpecial  mention 
of  the  resurrection  of  Lazarus,  it  is  not  the  only 
fact,  which  they  pais  unnoticed,  it  was  not  neceffary 
to  their  purpofe.  They  had  afligned  other  miracles 
authentic,  iutlicient  and  equally  effectual  to  eftablifh 
the  truth  of  Chrift's  million  :  the  refurrection  of  a 
dead  body,  whether  four  months  or  four  minutes 
lifelefs,  is  beyond  the  range  of  limited  power  ;  the 
feeding  of  four  or  five  thoufand  people  with  a  few 
loaves  of  bread  isnotlefsfo.  If  the  three  Evange- 
lifts had  denied  the  fact,  their  denial  would  have 
been  fufucient  to  invalidate  St*  John's  relation  j 
their  filence  is  totally  immaterial :  the  filence  of  ten 
witnefics  on  a  fact,  of  which  they  do  not  fpeak  at 
all,  docs  not  affect  the  teftimony  of  one,  who  afTerts 

It  is  true  John  was  old  when  he  wrote  his  Gofpel* 
his  authority  mult  have  been  indifputable  to  obtain 
credit  ;  it  is  not  pofiible  that  any  man  relating  mi- 
raculous events  of  public  notoriety?within  the  memo* 
ry  of  man,  of; which  the  world  had  not  heard  before, 
fhould  obtain  credit  on  his  bare  affertion.  pf  Lazarus 
was  not  living  when  John  wrote  his  Gofpel,  of  the 
immenfe  number  of  Jews  who  embraced  thechriftian 
religion  in  Jerufalem,  Judea  and  elfewhere,  fome 
hundreds  were  yet  living,  who  knew  the  fact,  either 
on  the  teftimony  of  their  own  fenfes,  or  from  the  re- 
lation of   ocular  witnefies. 

The  circumftances,  which  in  our  fophift's  opinion 
found  a  fufpicion,  are  calculated  on   principles  of 
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common  fenfe  to  remove  every  fufpicion  :  the  Saviour 
afked  thejews  where  they  had  laid  him,  in  order  to  ex- 
tort from  them  an  acknowledgement  of  his  death,and 
that  he  had  lain  four  days  in  the  grave  ;  he  ordered 
them  to  remove  the  ftone  that  they  might  fee  the 
corpfe,  which  they  had  interred  ;  he  called  aloud 
that  they  might  be  witneffes  of  the  power,  which  he 
cxercifed  over  death  ;  Lazarus  came  forth  bound 
as  he  was  buried,  Chrift  ordered  them  to  loofe  him, 
to  convince  them  it  was  not  a  phantom,  but  the  very 
man,  whom  they  had  depofited  in  the  grave. 

As  St.  John  had  written  his  Gofpel  exprefsly  to 
demonftrate  the  divinity  of  Jefus  Chrift  againft  the 
errors  of  Ebion,  Cerinthus  and  others,  it  was  natural 
for  them  to  infift  more  particularly  on  thefe  mira- 
cles, in  which,  the  independent  and  almighty  power 
of  Chrift  was  moil  vifible.  In  his  relation  of  the  re* 
furrecYion  of  Lazarus  the  true  character  of  Chrift  is 
manifcft,  thac  is,  the  unity  of  his  perfon  in  the  divine 
and  human  nature:  he  wept,  which    is  a  function 
peculiar  to  man  ;  he  groaned  in  fpirit,  indignant  at 
the  cruelty  of  the  demon,  by  whofe  envy  fin,  and 
death  the  wages  of  fin,  had  entered  the  world;  the 
deftru&ion  of  thefe  enemies  was  the  great  end  of  his 
million.    He  lifted  up  his  eyes  to  the  father,  that 
they  might  fee  it  was  in  the  name  of  the  true  God 
he  taught ;  by  his  own  almighty  power  he  ordered 
the  dead  man  to  rife,  and  was  inftantly  obeyed,Chew- 
mg  that  he  himfelf  was  God,  one  with  the  father, 
as  he  had  faid,  and  exercifmg  the  fame  power  ;  in 
all  this  there  could  have  been  no  deception,nor  could 
God  permit  a  deception  in  his  name,  which  was  in- 
accellible  to  detection. 

In  like  manner  all  the  circumftances  of  the  cure 
the  blind  man,  John  IX,  mew  him  to  have  been  the 
^™ror  h~  made  clay  with  his  fpittle,  put  it  on  the 
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blind  man's  eyes,  thus  forming  the  moft  delicate 
organ  of  the  human  frame  of  the  fame  matter,  of 
which  he  had  originally  formed  the  whole  body. 
Confidered  as  a  medical  application,  clay  is  better 
calculated  to  deftroy  fight,  than  to  produce  it. 
He  fent  thz  man  through  the  city,  to  the  pool  of 
Siloe,  at  the  foot  of  Mount  Sion,  that  the  citizens 
might  be  witncffes  of  the  power,  which  he  exer- 
cifed,  abfent  as  well  as  prefent  ;  after  he  had  warned 
in  the  pool  his  eyes  were  opened,  or,  to  fpeak 
more  correctly,  the  organs  of  fight  were  then  form* 
ed.  The  man's  return  with  his  eyes  open,  en- 
tire, and  perfect,  furprifed  all  thofe,  who  knew  him 
from  his  birth,*  and  who  faw  him  go  blind*  to  the 
pool ;  the  Pharifees  alarmed^  interrogate  him  in  the 
moft  artful  manner,  to  obtain  fomething  from  his 
anfwers  to  veil  a  truth  deftructive  of  their  own  au- 
thority ;  their  malice  only  ferved  to  remove  every  ex- 
ception; in  defpair  they  have  recourfeto  the  circum- 
stance of  the  fabbath,  pretending  that  making  clay 
with  the  fpittle,  and  putting  it  on  the  eyes,  was  a  vi- 
olation of  the  fabbath.  However  ridiculous  the  pre- 
tence it  had  the  defired  effect  on  fame  ;  but  the 
refurrection  of  Lazarus  was  open  to  no  pretence  ; 
hence  they  refolved  to  murder  him,  and  Jefus  Chrift 
alfo,  thinking  that,  the  only  effectual  means  of  re- 
moving a  cenforoffuch  authority.  At  his  entrance 
into  Jerufalem,  hearing  the  croud  atteft  that  he  had 
called  Lazarus  from  the  tomb,  all  efforts,  fay  they, 
are  vain  :  "  the  whole  world  follows  him,"  John 
IX.  19.  In  the  Council  which  they  affembled,  the 
only  accufation  brought  againft  him  was,  that  he 
wrought  miracles,  and  if  they  permitted  htm  to  con- 
tinue, that  all  would  believe  in  him,  John  XI.  47. 
But  if  thefe  miracles  were  not  fuppofed,  why  did 
not  the  priefts  and  Pharifees,  who  were  beft  qualified 
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to  examine  fuch  facte,  believe  in  them  ?  Some  dida 
many  did  not  ;  fome  who  did,  dared  not  avow  it, 
for  which  the  Evangclift  affigns  a  very  fimple  reafon, 
"  many  of  the  princes  believed  in  him,  but.  becaufe 
of  the  Pharifees,  they  did  not  confefs,  lead  they 
fhould  be  expelled  the  fynagogue,  they  loved  the 
glory  of  men,  more  than  the  glory  of  God,"  John 
XIL  42—43. 

The  feeming  regularity  of  the  Pharifees,  that  ap- 
pearance.of  fancfity,  which  they  afTumed,  gave 
them  an  afcendant  over  the  minds  of  the  people, 
who  believed  them  fuch  as  they  appeared  ;  thil 
afcendant  was  to  them  a  fource  of  wealth  and  pow- 
er ,  it  fed  their  ambition,  and  their  avarice,  thefe 
two  great  fprings  of  action.  Chrift  was  in  their 
mind  a  moft  importunate  rival,  his  doctrine  de- 
ftrucHve  of  their  afcendancy,  cancelling  at  once 
their  honors  and  interefts  :  he  unmafked  their  hy- 
pocrify,  undeceived  the  people,  ruined  their  credit ; 
they  of  courfe  confidered  him  as  their  capital  enemy," 
and  to  prevent  their  own  ruin,  refolved  on  his.  j 
As;the  fame  caufes,  acting  in  fimilar  circumftances, 
invariably  produce  the  fame  effecls,  we  find  an  op- 
pofition  made  to  the  Gofpel,  in  all  ages,  cn  the  very  j 
principles,  on  which  the  oppofition  of  the  Fharifecs  ' 
to  Chrift  himfelf  was  founded.  Thus  when  Paul 
preaches  againft  idolatry  in  Ephefus,  Demetrius  the 
iilver-fmith,  who  employed  many  workmen  in  the 
fabrication  of  foiaJl  lilver  temples,  like  the  great 
temple  of  Diana,  faid  to  them  :  "  you  fee,  and 
hear,  that,  not  only  at  Ephefus,  but  all  over  Afia, 
this  Paul  perfuades,  and  averts,  a  great  multitude 
faying  they  are  not  Gods,  which  are  made  by  hands, 

...  the  temples  of  the  great  Diana  will  be 

thought  nothing  of,"  Ads  XT X.  26.  Toenfiame 
their  zeal  for  the  honor  of  the  goddefs,  he  had  pre- 
faced 
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faced  his  difcourfe  by  faying,  cc  yon  know  that  ow 
gain  is  by  this  trade."  v.  25. 

From  authentic  hiftory  we  know  the  arts,  which 
were  practifed  by  the  minifters  of  the  heathen  tern* 
pies  co  fupport  the  credit  of  their  Idols,  and  prefer va 
them  from  that  deftruclion,  which  the  chriftian, 
fyftem  threatened  ;  the  pretended  refponfes  of  their 
oracles  defiling  the  extermination  ofchriflians  as 
enemies  not  only  to  the  Gods,  but  to  their  Kings. 
Was  it  pure  zeal  for  the  glory  of  their  idols  ?  No. 
Thefe  impollors  could  not  be  ignorant  of  the  vanity 
of  their  Idols,  and  of  the  falfehood  of  the  refponfes, 
which  they  themfelves,  had  forged,  but  they  mafked 
their  private  views  under  the  cloak  of  zeal  for  the 
honor  of  their  Idols,  the  fame  is  true  of  all  the  dif- 
ferent leaders  of  fadions  amongft  chriilians  :  not 
one  of  thefe  new  teachers,  who  had  not  the  gra- 
tification of  fome  favourite  palTion  in  view,  the  pre- 
tended difcovery  of  fome  abufe  was  a  mafk  to  con- 
ceal the  real  motive  of  the  revolt.  The  ilmple  were 
deluded  with  the  idea  of  reform,  the  more  clear 
lighted  faw  a  field  open  to  ambition,  a  removal  of 
reftraints  was  a  ftrong  allurement  to  the  fenfual ; 
novelty  an  inducement  to  many.  A  party  is  foon 
formed  ;  to  encreafe  the  party,  recourfe  is  had  to 
artifice  :  the  paflions  of  the  great  are  flattered  ; 
mifreprefentation  of  the  tenets  of  the  primitive  fyf- 
tem  induftrioufly  circulated,  the  indifcretion  of  any 
of  its  miriifters  malicioully  exaggerated  ;  the  crimes, 
whether  real  or  pretended,  of  individuals,  afcribed 
to  the  whole  body,  the  l&oft  calumnious  invectives 
publifhed  with  effrontery,  every  art  praclifed  that 
imagination  can  fugged  to  efface  the  light  of  truth, 
and  excite  an  averfion  to  the  abjured  communion. 
The  minifters  of  die  new  order,  in  felf  defence, 
snuft  endeavour  to  continue  the  deception.  They 
*  inceffantly 
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inceffantly  repeat  the  fame  calumnious  mifreprefen- 
tations,  and,  though  a  thoufand  times  refuted  by 
authentic  documents,  they  continue  to  amafe  their 
deluded  followers  by  the  fame  idle  tales,  The  op- 
poficion  of  the  Pharifees  continues  to  the  prefent 
day  in  their  fucceffors,  the  fonsof  pride  ;  our  mo- 
dern Sophifts  are  more  inexcufable,  for  they  have 
had  more  unequivocal  proof  of  the  divinity  of 
Chrift,  than  the  Pharifees  had  :  all  the  miracles, 
which  the  Pharifees  faw,  are  yet  vifible  in  their 
effect,  the  deftruction  of  idolatry,  and  the  converfion 
of  the  world,  as  was  foretold.  This  efFecr,  of  which 
cur  Soph  ids  are  witneffes,  againft  their  will,  the 
Pharifees  did  net  fee,  their  obftinacy*  therefore, -how- 
ever criminal,  was  not  fo  inexcufable,  nor  will  its 
punifhment  be  fo  great. 

In  the  incredulity  of  the  Jews  our  Sophifts  preten4 
to  difcover  another  caufe  of  fufpicion  :  if,  fay  they,- 
the  miracles,  which  are  faid  to  be  effected  at  the 
birth  of  Thrift  be  combined  with  thefe  which  he  is 
faid  to  have  wrought  in  his  life  time,  the  Jews  mult 
have  believed  in  hirn.  Could  we,  fays  a  Jew,  who 
have  told  the  world  that  one  would  come  from  God 
to  puniih  the  wicked,  treat  him  ignominouily  when 
he  came  ?  To  the  Jew  the  writer  replies  as  he  does 
to  his  brother  the  Dent,  that  the  queftlon  argues  a 
fund  of  ftupidity  :  the  magiftrate,  who  facrifices 
juflice  to  his  private  views  ;  the  woman  who  dupes 
and  di (honors  her  bufband  ;  the  highway. man  who 
■  i-obs,  the  aff\ffin,  who,  murders  for  hire,  difregard 
truth,  juilice  and  all  the  reftrairrts  of  reafon  and  re- 
ligion ;  fo  did  the  Jews  ;  the  miicreants,  who 
brought  Chilli  before  Pilate,  wrapped  up  in  felf-crea- 
tcd  importance,  thought  their  appearance  fufficient 
to  c  )nvid  him  of  their  calumnious  charges  ;  their 
confidence  was  great  in  proportion  to  the  injuftice 
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of  their  caufe  :  "  If  this  man  were  not  a  malefaclor 
would  we  have  delivered  him  up  to  thee  ?"  John 
x\  iii. 

The  appearance  of  the  Angel  to  a  few  (hepherds, 
men  of  little  note,  made  no  impreflion  on  the  public 
at  large  ;  the  arrival  of  the   wife  men  was  public 
and  threw  the  whole  city  into  confufion  ;  they  faid 
that  they  were  come  to  adore  him,  who  was  bora 
King  of  the  Jews.    It  was  thought  that  this  young 
prince  was  cut  offby  Herod  in  the  general  mafTacre 
of  the  children ;  few  if  any  knew  his  efcape  into 
Egypt :  Jofeph  and  Mary  were  Grangers  in  Bethle- 
ham  and  had  retired  in  filence  before  the  mafftcre, 
on  their  return  from  Egypt  they  lived  in  a  different 
part  of  the  country  in  great  obfeurity.    Chrift  was 
thought  fon  to  a  mechanic,  by  none  fufpected  to  be 
that  King,  whom  the  wife  men  came  to  adore.— 
thirty  years  were  more  than  fufficient  to  efface  the 
remembrance  of  thefe  events  when  nothingoccurred 
to  refrefh  it.    The  difappoinrment  of  the  Jews  at 
feeing  a  Meflias,  whom  they  expected  to  reinflatc 
their  monarchy  in  Solomon's  glory,  and  make  them 
mailers  of  the  world,  preaching  poverty  and  humili- 
ty without  a  place  to  repofe  his  wearied  limbs,  em- 
bittered their  minds  and    indifpofed  them  againft 
himfelf  and  his  miracles,  if  he  were  to  come  a  grain 
with  the  fame  appearance  of  poverty  and  humility, 
teaching  the  fame  doctrine,  working  the  fame  mira- 
cles, he  would  meet  the  fame  oppofition. 

Paflages  are  cited,  mutilated,  unconnected  with 
antecedents  and  confequents,  which  determine  the 
fenfe,  fome  diftorted  from  the  intended  fignification3 
and  others  totally  fuppofed,  in  order  to  mi&ead  the 
uninformed,  and  induce  them  to  believe  that  early 
writers,  Origen,  Eucher,  Ambrofe,  Hilary,  Irenseus, 
Jerome  and  others,  did  not  think  the   miracles  of 
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Chnft  real,  or  to  be  underflooc!  in  the  literal 
fenfe,  though  from  his  miracles  they  unanimous- 
ly demonstrate  his  divinity,  to  enforce  this 
truth  citations  5re  ufelefs.  They  have  written 
whole  books  to  demonftrate  the  truth  and  reality  of 
ChriuVs  miracles  ;  in  their  different  explications, 
from  which  pafTages  are  artfully  extracted,  they 
prefuppofe  the  hiftorical  truth,  from  it  they  deduce 
different  Significations  :  the  rhiracks  of  Chrift  were 
inftruclive  as  was  his  words ;  they  have  their 
language,  if  they  be  underftood  :  but  this  filent 
language,  which  miracles  fpeak,  fuppofe,  of  all  ne- 
ceftity,  the  reality  of  the  fads  :  thus  St.  Paul  fays 
that  Abraham's  tiro  wives,  Agar  and  Sarah,  iignify 
the  old  and  new  teihment,  as  Agar  was  a  Have,  and 
Sarah  a  free  woman,  but  if  Abi  aham  had  not  thefe 
two  wives  in  reality,  the  one  a  Have  and  the  other 
a  free  woman,  they  could  not  be  figurative  of  the 
«>id  3rd  new  teftament*  A  non-entity  is  no  ilgrt.  In 
like  manner,  St.  Auflin  fays,  that  Jair's  daughter 
railed  from  death,  Sgnifled  the  Jewifh  people,  but 
if  fhe  had  not  been  raifed  there  could  have  been 
neither  fign  nor  Signification* 

Some  loofeexpreffions  of  Grigen,  in  a  work  which 
abounds  with  errors,  are  artfully  diftorted  againft 
the  fenfe  of  the  author.  There  are,  he  fays*  fome 
things  written,  which  have  not  happened,  which 
could  not  happen.  The  affertiqn  is  true  :  it  is  writ- 
ten that  at  the  coming  of  the  Mefiias,  the  wolf,  that 
fierce  and  ravenous  animal,  would  feed  with  the 
kmb^;  that  the  panther  would  fleep  with  the  kid  ; 
that  the  calf,  the  buil,  and  the  lion,  would  pafture 
together,  that  the  ox  and  the  bear  would  have  their 
young  in  the  fame  cavern  k,  that  the  lion  would  eat  • 
llraw  with  tire  ox.  Thefe  things  have  not  happen- 
ed, nor  will  they  happen.  In  thefe  expreflion?,  mani- 
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ftfily  figurative  is  announced  the  peace  of  the  world 
at  Chrift's  birth,  and  the  converfion  of  the  Heathens 
from  the  favage  cruelty,  natural  to  thefe  ferocious 
animals,  to  the  meeknefs  of  the  lamb. 
From  an  exuberance  of  imagination,  Origen  thought 
he  found  allegorical  fignifications  where  they  were 
not ;  but  the  hifiorical  truth  of  miraculous  facte  re- 
corded in  the  fcriptures  he  never  denied ;  from  the 
hiftorical  truth  he  deduced  his  fanciful  fig nifieat ions  : 
his  works  againft  Celfus  contain  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  truth  of  miracles ;  in  them,  the  teachers  of  our 
profefled  Sceptics  have  found  all  their  pretended  diffi- 
culties againft  truth,  there  alfo  they  might  have  found 
the  moft  fatisfactory  folution.  The  writer  does  not 
j  accufe  the  modern  fry  of  having  recourfe  to  Origen's 
Works :  to  ignorance  and  diffipation  they  are  unin- 
telligible. 

As  the  jaundiced  eye  refers  the  yellow  hue  to  eve- 
ry object  it  fees,  fo  impiety  afcribes  the  confufion  of 
its  own  dreams  to  the  truth,  which  condemns  it. 
Mole  hills  are  mountains  ;  ftiadows  are  metamor- 
phofed  into  fubftances,  in  the  delirium  of  impiety. 
There  is  no  fact,  however  authentic,  in  which  it 
does  not  find  fome  circumftance  to  found  a  fufpicion, 
and  the  moll  diftant  fufpicioa  is  in  its  idea  con- 
vincing evidence.  The  narration  of  the  Evangelifts  is 
,not  fuiEcientJy  detailed  ;  if  more  circumftantial,  our 
Sceptics  would  find  greater  caufe  of  fufpicion  ;  the 
perfons  railed  from  death,  or  relieved  from  difeafes, 
are  not  exactly  defcribed  ;  the  accounts  they  brought 
from  the  other  world  are  not  tranfmitted  ;  why 
were  not  thefe  miracles  wrought  in  favor  of  men  of 
note  in  Judea  ?  Why  were  not  their  Princes,  their 
Nobles,  railed  from  death  ?*  Was  it  not  unjuft,  and 
injurious,  to  permit  the  demons  to  deftroy  the  fwine  ; 
an  ufurpation  of  authority  to  drive  the  traders  out 
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of  the  temple  ;   a  flagrant  injuftice  to  over fet  the 
money  changer's  tables,  and  fcatter  their  money  on 
the  floor  ?    Unlawful  to  take  figs  from^i  tree  without 
the  owner's  permiffion  ?    Why  expect  to  find  them 
on  the  tree  when  it  was  not  the  proper  feafon  ?  In 
the  transfiguration  there  was  room  for  impofiure  :  he 
retired  to  a  mountain,  where  the  refraction  of  light, 
through  fome  cloud,  might  have  dazzled  his  difci- 
ples.    He  might  have  artfully  engaged  the  Samaritan 
Woman  to  difclofe  her  own  fecrets,  and  then  pretend 
to  have  known  them  by  the  fpirit  of  prophecy.  The 
women,  who  are  faid  to  be  cured  of  different  difeafes, 
might  have  been  fubjecl  to  vapours,  fick,  in  imagi- 
nation :  from  which  they  might  have  been  relieved 
by  the  confidence  they  placed  in  his  afTurances.  To 
thefe  impertinent  queftions,  and  wild  conjectures, 
which  is,  in  fubftance,  all  that  Sceptics  find  to  cenfure, 
or  fufpect,  the  reply  is  extremely  fimple  :    the  Evan- 
gclifts  were  not  public  notaries,  nor  did  they  write 
for  Sceptics  ;  they  were  plain  men,  who  told  plain 
truth  in  plain  language  ;  a  circumftantiai  hiftory  of 
Chrifl's  miracles,  or  of  the  perfons  relieved,  was  fo- 
reign to  their  purpofe,  and  entirely  ufelefs  :  circum- 
ftanccs  of  time,  place  or  perfon,  are  immaterial ;  a 
fachbeyond  the  limits  of  human  power ,is  at  all  times, 
in  all  places*  and  withrefpecT  to  ali  perfons,  impoflible 
to  man.    To  God  neither  time,  place,  perfon,  or 
fituation,  give  oppofition  :  there  is  nothing  difficult 
when  omnipotence  is  the  agent. 
'  The  atteftation  of  perfons  raifed  from  the  dead 
would  be  fufpeded,  as  is  their  refurreCtion  ;  their 
observation?,  on  the  other  world,  might  gratify  idle 
curiofity,  they  < ould  anfwer  no  other  purpofe.  The 
joys  of  Heaven,  the  horrors  of  Hell,  the  narrow  path, 
which  leads -to  the  former,  and  the  broad  way  and 
rapid  defcent,  through  which  all  Sceptics  roll  on  to 
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the  latter,  are  defcribed  by  Chrift  himfelf,  who  was 
better  informed. 

The  deftru&ion  of  the  fwine  feems  rather  an,  act 
of  juftice  :  fwine's  flefli  was  forbidden  by  the  Jewifh 
law,  the  Samaritans  furnifhed  both  the  temptation 
and  means  to  difobey  the  precept.  From  this 
event  we  learn  fome  important  truths  i  the  intenfe 
malice  of  the  demon,  his  deftrudtive  powers ;  his 
irreconcileable  enmity  even  to  his  flaves ;  but  we 
learn  alfo  that,  however  great  his  natural  powers  of 
deftrucrion  may  be,  lie  cannot  exert  them  without 
an  immmediate  permifliom 

In  the  expulfion  of  the  money  changers  and  traders 
from  the  temple,  there  is  no  room  for  cenfure.  it 
was  the  houfe  of  his  father,  which  they  prophaned, 
he  very  juftly  expelled  them.    It  is  one  of  thefe  in- 
ftances,  in  which  his  power,  even  over  the  wicked, 
is  confpicuous  :  one  of  their  princes,  perhaps,  would 
not  have  done  it  with  impunity  ;  their  ready  compli- 
ance with  his  injunction,  fubmiffion  to  an  ignomi- 
nious chaftifement,and  filence,  when  publicly  charged 
with  injuftice  by  an  obfeure  individual,  poffefted  of 
no  place,  to  which  political  power  is  annexed,  muft 
have  been  the  effect  of  an  invifible  power.   In  th$ 
courfe  of  natural  events  it  is  impoffible.  The  fig-tree, 
being  on  the  way,  was  perhaps  for  the  uie  of  the 
public,  if  it  had  an  owner,  by  his  abfolute  will,  he 
might  have  difpofed  of  the  tree,  and  its  owner.  His 
humanity,  united  to  the  divinity,  was  fubject  to  the 
natural  affections  of  human  nature,  according  to  his 
will.    His  hunger  was  then  voluntary,  a  ftrong  in- 
dication of  his  ardent  delire  of  the  fruits  of  ju like 
and  fancHty  ;  his  accefs  to  the  tree  at  an  unfeafona- 
ble  time,  fhews  that  he  ex  peels  thefe  fruits  at  all 
times,  and  his  prohibition  to  bear  fruit  in  future,  at 
which  the  tree  immediately  withered,  fhews  the 
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danger  of  his  finding  nothing  but  leaves,  that  is  vain 
projects,  or  ineffectual  refolutions.  He  himfelf  faid, 
in  the  parable  of  the  fig  tree,  Luke  XIII,  "  It  bears  no. 
fruit,  cut  it  down." 

To  fhew  that  he  was  Creator  of  the  different  claf- 
fes  of  Beings,  which  coinpofe  the  Univerfe,  he  gave 
fignal  inftances  of  his  power  over  them  all:  the  de- 
mons he  expelled,  the  fick  he  healed,  the  dead  he 
raifed,  the  fea  and  wind  obeyed  his  order.  The  in- 
ftances  of  his  power,  in  conferring  favors,  are  nurn- 
berlefs  ;  of  inflicting  punifhments  there  are  but  three:; 
the  chaftifement  of  the  Money  Changers,  which  was 
extremely  moderate,  from  which  we  learn,  that  he 
punifhes  with  regret,  and  Sparingly,  whilft  his  favors 
How  from  the  fulnefs  of  his  heart,  and  are  without 
roeafure.  The  Swine  irrational,  and  the  fig  tree  inani- 
mate, he  totally  deftroyed,  intimating  that  his  power 
extended  over  the  whole  of  the  Creation.  As  common 
father  his  cares  extended  to  all  his  children,  without 
diftinv5lion  or  discrimination  ;  the  poor  were  more 
frequently  relieved,  beeaufe  they  were  numerous,  and 
their  wants  were  greater  ;  the  rich  were  not  excluded, 
if  they  did  not  exclude  them{eives,as  too  many  of  them, 
engaged  in  purfui*s  of  pleafure,  or  fomething  worfe, 
unfortunately  did.  If  his  enemies  complained  that  he 
was  more  profufe  of  his  favors  to  ftrangers,  than  to 
his  fellow  ckizens,he  replied,  that  in  the  days  of  Ehas, 
theiewere  many  widows  in  Judea,  and  that  he  was 
lent  to  a  Sidonian ;  and  that,  in  the  days  of  Naaman, 
the  Syrian,  there  were  many  lepers  in  Krael,  and 
not  one  of  them  cleanfed.  There  is  no  title  to  ex- 
traordinary graces;  where  there  is  no  title  there  is  no 
claim,  consequently  no  acceptation  ofperlons,  which 
is  a  fin  againit  diftributive  juftice. 

To  refer  the  transfiguration  of  Chrift  to  the  refrac- 
tion of  light,  argues  the  molt  contemptible  ignore 
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ance  ;  refracted  light  mews  tlie  obje&,  from  which 
it  is  emitted,  in  the  direction  in  which  the  refracted 
ray  comes  to  the  eye  ;  thus,  from  the  refraction  of 
its  rays,  by  the  atmofpbere,  the  fun  appears  above 
the  horizon,  when  it  is  in  reality  below  it,  this  is  cal- 
led, by  Aftronomers,  "the funs  apparent  riftng  but 
refracted  Iteht  will  not  form  articulate  founds :  it 
will  not  mew  three  men  fpeaking  aloud  and  intelligi- 
bly, where  there  is  but  one  ;  our  affent  to  the  truth 
of  the  fac^  refts  on  the  fincerity  of  the  witneftes  ; 
which  will  be  difcufTed  in  the  courfe  of  the  work. 

Three  witneffes  were  chofen  as  neceffary  to  atteft 
the  fact,  Mofes  from  the  place  of  fouls,  a«d  Ellas, 
from  the  place  of  his  reft,  appeared  with  him  5  the 
former  attefting  his  power  over  the  dead,  and  the 
latter  his  fiipreme  authority  over  the  living  j  both 
mewing  that  he  was  not  one  of  the  Prophets,  as  was 
thought  by  the  Jews  ;  but  the  Melius,  whom  the 
law,  of  which  Mofes  was  the  minifter,  and  the  Pro- 
phets, of  whom  Elias  was  the  chief,  had  promifed. 
They  fpoke  of  his  departure,  which  he  was  to  make 
at  Jerutalem,the  term  Exodos,  employed  by  St.  Luke, 
may  fignify,  indifferently,  his  departure  from  life  on 
the  crofs,  or  his  departure  from  this  vifible  world  by 
his  afcenfion ;  of  all  important  fubjecls,  the  in  oft  im- 
portant. 

Their  fudden  difappearance,  leaving  Chrift  alone 
on  the  mountain,  indicates  that  the  law  and  prophets 
were  no  more  ;  that  to  Chrift  alone  the  world  muft 
look  for  falvation  and  inftruction  ;  that  in  him  all 
types  and  figures  were  fulfilled. 

They  appeared  in  glory  to  inform  us  that  Chrift's 
elect  will  be  fimiiar  to  him^;  to  engage  us  to  per- 
fevere  in  the  rugged  path,  which  he  has  traced,  in 
order  to  arrive  at  the  end,  a  glimpfe  of  which  had 
thrown  the  witneffes  into  an  exftacy.    Other  rea« 
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fons  arc  afligned,  but  thefe  arc  fufficient  to  evince 
not  only  the  truth,  but  the  neceflity  of  this  miracle. 

It  is  with  great  propriety  called  a  transfiguration  ; 
the  Greek  term  morphe  uniformly  fignifies  the  ex- 
te?ior  appearance,  or  figure,  not  the  effential  parts 
which  conftitute  the  fubftance,  both  in  the  eld  and 
new  teftament  :  thus,  Daniel  iv,  33,  "  my  fhape  re- 
turned," morphe  mou,  and  V.  6.  "  then  the  King's 
countenance"  morphe"  was  changed, ''  Mark  xvi,  12, 
"  he  was  fhewn  in  another  Ihape,  etere  morphe." 

In  his  transfiguration  the  change  was  confined  to 
the  exterior  form  :  "  hi&  face  was  refplendent  as 
the  fun,  and  his  clothes  were  white  as  mow. 

Ch rill's  ir.ftruction  to  the  Samaritan  woman  was 
not  intended  for  her  exciufivei-y millions  have 
learned  from  it  "  that  God  is  a  fpirit,  and  rnuftbe 
adored  in  fpirit  and  truth  that  the  time  was  come 
when  facrifices,  either  in  the  temple  of  Jerufalem, 
or  the.  mount  of  Garazim,  would  be  no  longer  ac- 
ceptable." Was  it  from  the  Samaritan  that  Chrifl 
had  learned  thefe  fecrets  ?  If  fo  {he  was  a  mod  intel- 
ligent woman.  Thefe  imaginary  difeafes,  which  our 
fceptics  have  detected,,  are  ftrong  indications  of  fomc 
mental  derangement  at  home  :  in  ail  imaginary 
diftempers  there  is  fomething  real,  the  patient  mif- 
takes  it.  Moral  remedies  may  engage  him  to  have 
recourfe  to  proper  phyfical  remedies,  and  fo  remove 
the  difeafe;  our  fophifts  are  difeafed  at  heart,  the 
head  feels  it,  but  miftakes  the  nature  and  feat  of. 
thediftemper.  Obftinacy,the  eldeftdaughter  of  pride, 
renders  their  difeafe  incurable.  Is  the  imagination  of 
a  dead  man  eafilv  reclined  ?  of  a  man  born  blind? 
his  imagination  muft  be  a  moil  powerful  agent  to 
form  the  organs  of  fight  inftantaneouily.  Does  im- 
agination cure  the  deaf,  the  dumb,  the  maimed  ? 
Women  afflicted,  the  one  eighteen  years,  another 
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twelve,  with  no  uncommon  difeafe,an  ifFuc  of  blood  ? 
There  is  fomething  fo  ftupidly  impudent  in  pretend- 
ing to  invalidate  a  well  attefted  fa&,  by  a  furmifed 
poflibility,  that  it  is  irkfbme  to  difcufs  it. 

We  are  come  to  the  laft  fubterfuge  of  impiety, 
the  miracles  of  Chrift  are  not  attefted  by  the  Jews  ; 
the  con  troverfial  writings  of  the  Jews,  in  which  thefe 
miracles  were  refuted,  might  have  been  fuppreffed 
by  the  Chriftians  ;  it  appears,  even  from  the  Evan- 
gelifts,  that  he  did  not  heal  all  the  lick,  who  were 
brought  to  him- ;  that 'he  healed  but  one  at  the  Pool 
of  Bethfaida,  though  there  were  many  fick  there  at 
the  time;  that  he  could  not  work  miracles  in  his 
own  country.  All  thefe  circumftances,  fay  our 
fophifts,  found  a  fufpicion  that  his  hiftory  was  fup- 
pofed  by  the  Evangelifts,  and  that  there  was 
nothing  real  in  his  pretended  miracles. 

How  thefe  fublime  writers  discovered  that  ChriftV 
miracles  were  not  attefted  by  the  Jews,  we  plain  men 
are  at  a  lofs  to  conjecture,  the  Apoftles  were  Jews, 
the  primitiveChurch  in  Jerufalem,  confifting  of  many 
thoufands,  of  whom  a  great  number  were  of  the 
facerdotal  order,  was  entirely  compofed  of  Jews  :  all 
thefe  believed,  and  attefted,  the  miracles  of  Chrift. 
The  Scribes  and  Pharifees,  his  avowed  enemies,  did 
not  deny  them  :  they  had  recourfe  to  artful  evafions 
to  elude  the  force  of  them.  Cavilling  on  the  cir- 
circumftance  of  the  Sabbath,  as  if  it  were  unlawful  tcf 
heal  the  fick  on  that  day,  if  they  found  no  circum- 
ftance to  cenfure,  afcribing  them  to  Beelzebub  ;  but 
the  facts  they  did  not  deny,  nordo  their  defendants, 
to  the  prefent  day. 

When  we  are  told  who  were  thefe  Jewifti  writers, 
who  refuted  the  miracles  of  Chrift,  how,  when,  by 
whom,  or  where,  their  works  have  been  fuppreffed  ; 
why  the  Jews  connived  at  fuch  fuppreftion,  we  fhaii 

difcufs 


24$ 

difcufs  that  article.  We  have  yet  the  works  of  jofe* 
phus,  an  able  writer,  and  more  able  ftatefman,  who 
never  failed  to  facrifice  truth  to  his  political  views  t 
a  finking  inftartce  we  have  in  his  Hiftory  of  the 
Jewifh  Antiquities.  In  it  he  artfully  diminifhes  the 
force  of  the  miracles  recorded  in  the  Old  Tefiament, 
and  throws  a  fhade  over  every  thing  he  thought 
might  give  offence  to  the  Heathens.  His  application 
of  the  prophecies  concerning  the  Meffias,  to  Vefpafian, 
a  Heathen  Emperor,  has  damned  his  memory,  with- 
out redemption.  Yet  in  his  works,  however  grate- 
ful it  might  have  been  to  his  patrons,  we  find  no 
refutation  of  the  miracles  of  Chrift,  or  his  Apoftles  ; 
nor  do  we  find  any  fuch  refutation  in  the  works  of 
Philo,  a  better  man,  though  not  more  favourable 
to  Chriftianity  ;  its  doctrines  he  profefledly  rejects  j 
in  that  book,  which  he  entitled,  If  Abraham's  Mi* 
grations,"  he  fays,  there  were  amongft  the  Jews 
a  fort  of  people,  who  thought  the  laws  were  nothing 
elfe  but  figns  of  fpiritual  things  ;  that  they  condemn- 
ed the  letter  to  feek  the  iY  rk  ;  that  they  endeavour* 
ed  to  abolifli  the  f«bb<uh,  circumcifion  and  feflivals, 
introduced  by  Moles  ;  that,  in  their  opinion,  true 
circumcifion  col fifled  in  reprefling  evil  defircs  and 
s-ffecHons.  Hd  accufes  theie  innovators  of  incon- 
ilancy  and  levity,  cohorts  his  fellow  Jews  to  refift 
thefe  new  opinions,  and  make  no  change  in  what 
had  been  wifely  eftablimed  by  their  anceftors. 

The  feverity  of  his  cenfure,  on  the  new  doctrine* 
as  fubverfive  of  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of  theMofaic 
Law,  which  the  Chriflians  uniformly  taught  to  have 
been  figurative,  and  to  have  ceafed  on  the  eftablifh- 
merit  of  the  new  law,  is  decifive  evidence  that  he 
would  have  attempted  to  invalidate  the  miracles,  by 
which  its  divine  original  is  attefted,  if  he  faw  any 
probability  of  fuccefs    To  have  mentioned  them, 
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without  a  folid  refutation,  would  have  been  ruinous  to 
his  caufe,  he  therefore  wifely  palfed  them  unnoticed. 
This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  Jofephus,  though  the 
more  intelligent  Critics  judge  that  paffage,  in  which 
he  fpeaks  of  Chrift  and  his  miracles,  genuine  ;  it  is  in 
his  ftyle ;  the  occadon  required  it :  fpcaking  of 
Pilate,  he  could  not  with  propriety  have  omitted  the 
moft  remarkable  event  of  his  adrmniftration.  Eufe- 
bius,  a  moft  diligent  writer,  cites  it,  Demon.  Evan* 
Lib,  3,  N.  7,  and  alfo.  Hift.  Ecc.  Lib.  1,  Gap.  1. 
Nicephorus— Hift*  Ecc.  Lib.  1,  Cap.  i.  Suidas — 
Lex.  Art.  Jofephe,  and  Jerom,  cite  it*.  Jofephus  fpeaks 
of  John  Baptift,  Lib.  iS,  Cap.  5,  N.  6,  and  of  St. 
James,  the  brother  of  our  Lord,  Lib.  20,  Cap.  9. 
N.  1.  Of  thefe  teftimonies,  though  rejected  by  fome 
modern  Critics,  there  is  concluftve  evidence  :  Origen 
cites  them,  in  his  book  againft  Celfus,  No.  47,  which 
he  would  not  dare  to  have  done,  if  they  were  not 
genuine.  They  are  alfo  cited  by  Eufebius,  Hift.  Ecc. 
Lib.  2,  Cap.  23,  and  by  St.  Jerom,  De.  Scrip.  Eccl. 

The  paffage  is  found  in  the  1 3th  Book  of  Jewiflb. 
Antiquities,  Chap.  3,  No.  4,  and  is  thus  conceived  : 
w  at  that  time  (that  is  in  Pilate's  time)  was  Jefus,  a 
wife  man,  if  it  be  juft  to  call  him  a  man  :  for  he 
was  the  effector  of  wonderful  works  ;  the  teacher  of 
men,  who  receive  truth  with  pleafure  ;  he  attracted 
many  Jews  and  many  Gentiles.  This  was  that 
Chrift,  whom  Pilate,  on  the  delation  of  our  chief 
men,  crucified  ;  they  who  had  loved  him  before  did 
not  ceafe  to  love  him  \  he  appeared  to  them  on  the 
third  day,  returned  to  life.  Thefe  and  a  thoufand 
other  wonderful  things*  had  been  foretold  by  the 
Prophets ;  from  him  arofe  the  nation  of  Chriftians, 
which  continues  to  the  prefent  day." 

There  areftrong  reafons  to  fufpecf,  an  interpolation, 
hut  none  concilia*  ve.    Jofephus  did  not  believe  in 
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Ghrift — true,  he  did  fiot  believe  him  God  equal  to 
liis  eternal  father,  as  the  difciples  did  ;  but  it  is  not 
clear  that  he  did  not  believe  him  to  be  the  Meffias 
announced  by  the  Prophets :  he  mod  certainly  did 
not  believe  Vefpafian,  a  profeffed  idolater,  to  be  the 
Meffias,  though,  courtier  like,  he  flattered  him  with 
the  title.  He  might,  like  his  brethren  of  whom  St. 
John  fpeaks,  have  believed  in  him,  and  not  avow  it : 
becaufe,  fays  the  Evangelift,  they  "loved  the  glory  of 
men  more  than  the  glory  of  God."  John  xii,  43. 

This  teftimony  has  not  been  cited  by  the  primitive 
apologias  of  chriftianky.  True  :  they  did  not  reft  the 
juftice  of  their  caufe  on  the  authority  of  a  court  flat- 
terer, whofe  duplicity  they  abhorred.  His  authority 
would  have  no  force  againft  the  heathens,  with  whom 
they  reafoned  ;  it  might  have  fome  weight  with  the 
Jews  ;  but  they  did  not  difpute  the  truth  of  ChrirVs 
miracles  ;  they  afcribed  them  to  magic,  which  they 
had  learned  in  Egypt,  and  endeavored  to  elude  the 
force  of  them  under  different  pretences. 

It  is  faid  that  the  chriftians,  in  the  third  century, 
inferted  the  paffage  in  Jofephus's  work.  That  is  ex- 
tremely improbable  :  no  reafon  can  be  affigned  why 
the  chriftians  fhould  interpolate  a  work,  which  they 
at  all  times  difregarded,  and  continue  to  difregard, 
The  authority  of  a  court  flatterer,  who  facrifices  truth 
to  private  views,  is  of  little  weight  for,  or  againft,  any 
caufe.  Chriftian  writers  adduce  vouchers  of  an 
unblemiftied  character.  It  is  highly  probable  that  the 
p.iffage  was  retrenched  from  many  .copies  by  the  Jews, 
becaufe  it  is  not  very  honorable  to  themfelves,  or  their 
anceftors. 

That  Chrift  did  not  work  miracles,  at  the  requifl- 
lion  of  the  Pharifees,  is  true  ;  he  difregarded  the  de- 
tire  of  Herod  alfo.  It  was  inconfiftent  with  his  wif- 
dovA  to  gratify  idle  curiofity.    The  miracles,  which 
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^he  Pharifees  had  feen,  only  ferved  to  increafe  their 
animofity  :  "  There  came  to  hirn  the  blind  and  thfc 
lame,  in  the  temple,  and  he  healed  them.  The  Chief 
Priefts,  and  Pharifees,  feeing  the  wonderful  things 
which  he  did,  and  hearing  the  children  crying  out, 
and  faying-— Jiofanna  to  the  Son,  of  David— were 
moved  with  indignation."  Math,  xxi,  15-16.  The 
figns,  which  they  required,  would  not  diminiQi  the 
virulence  of  their  ulcerated  minds.  , 

If  he  could  not  work  miracles  in  his  own  country, 
it  was  not  through  impotence,  but  becaufe  he  could 
not,  with  propriety,  work  miracles  amongft  an  in- 
credulous people,  which  would  have  no  other  effect 
but  to  render  them  inexcufable,  we  find  him  reward 
the  piety  of  fome,  even  there  :  "  he  did  not  work 
many  miracles,  on  account  of  their  incredulity." 
Matth.  xiii,  58.  And  Mark,  who  fays  thathecould  not 
work  any  miracles,  there  adds,  in  the  fame  fentence, 
that  he  healed  a,  few  fick  perfons.  Mark  vi>  jffe  In  the 
fame  fenfe  the  Angel  faid  to  Lot,  Gen.  xix,  22,  "  I 
can  do  nothing  until  you  go  there  (to  Segor.)  The 
Angel's  power  was  independent  on  Lot's  fafety ;  but 
he  could  not,  with  propriety,  exercife  his  terrible  com- 
mifiion  until  Lot  was  in  a  place  of  fafety. 

The  immediate  effect  of  Ghrift's  miracles  was  to 
manifeft,  to  the  Jews,  the  divinity  of  his  million,  and, 
by  neceffary  confequence*  the  truth  of  his  doctrine  : 
when  he  changed  the  water  into  wine  at  Cana  :  the 
-  Evangelift  fays  "  he  manifefted  his  glory,  and  his  dif- 
ciples  believed  in  him,"  John  ii,  11  ;  and  he  adds,  v, 
23,  "  when  he  was  at  Jerufalem,  at  the  PafTover  upon 
the  Feftival  Day,  many  believed  in  his  name,  feeing 
rhe  iigns  which  he  effected."  Hence  Nicodemus  came 
at  night,and  faidto  him :  "  Rabbi,  we  know  that  you 
came  from  God  a  teacher  :  for  no  one  can  do  thefe. 
iigns,  which  you  do,  if  God  be  not  with  him."  jobn 
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Iii,  2.  For  the  truth  of  his  miflion  Chrift  frequently 
appealed  to  his  miracles.  Thus,  John  v,  36,  he  faid 
to  the  Jews  :  "  But  I  have  a  greater  teftimony  than 
that  of  John  :  the  works,  which  the  father  hath  given 
me,  that  I  may  effect  them  :  thefe  works,  which  I  do, 
they  give  teftimony  of  me,  that  the  father  fent  me. 
Immediately  before  he  ordered  Lazarus  to  rife  from 
the  tomb,  he  lift  up  his  eyes  to  his  father,  faying  : 
"  I  thank  thee  that  thou  haft  heard  me ;  I  knew  that 
thou  heareft  me  always,  but  becaufe  of  the  people,  who 
ftand  about,  have  I  faid  it,  that  they  may  believe  that 
thou  haft  fent  me."  John  xi,  42. 

His  miracles,  attefting  the  divinity  of  his  miflion, 
and  thereby  rendering  the  truth  of  his  doctrine  un- 
queftionable,  afford  conclufive  evidence  of  his  divinity. 
1o  raife  to  life,  or  form  the  organs  of  fight,  is  not 
within  the  limits  of  created  power.  Hence  the  blind 
man,  in  reply  to  the  Pharifees,  fays  :  "  From  the  age 
it  has  not  been  heard  that  any  man  opened  the  eyes 
of  one  born  blind.5*  John  ix,  32, 

It  was  not  by  invocation,  but  by  his  own  inhe- 
rent power,  that  Chrift  effected  thefe  works,  which 
tranfeend  the  limits  of  created  power.  Hence  St. 
Luke  fays,  yi,  19,"  a  virtue  (dunamh)  went  out 
from  him,  and  healed  them  all."  He  taught  ex- 
prefsly  that  he  was  God,  one  with  the  father,  pof- 
ieffed  of  the  fame  independent  and  almighty  power  ; 
and,  in  confirmation  of  this  truth,  he  frequently  ap- 
pealed to  his  miracles.  Thus  when  the  Jews  fur- 
rounded  him,  in  Solomon's  porch,  and  faid:  "How 
long  will  you  keep  us  in  fufpence  ?  If  you  be  the 
Chrift  (the  Meflias)  tell  us  plainly.  Jefus  anfwered 
them  :  I  fpeak  to  you,  and  you  do  not  believe  me ; 
the  works,  which  I  do,  in  the  name  of  the  father, 
they  give  teftimony  of  me."  John  x,  25.  After 
declaring  that  he  would  give  eternal  life  to  his  ftieep^ 
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that  no  power  could  wreft  them  £ut  of  his  hands,  he 
affigns  the  reafon — becaufe  no  power  can  wreft  them 
out  of  the  hand  of  the  father--he  immediately  adds  : 
land  tbs  father  are  one  ;  that  is,  one  in  effence,  one  ni 
power.  The  Jews"  took  up  ftones  to  {lone  him  for 
blafphemy  :  becaufe,  fajd  they,  c*  that,  being  a  man, 
you  make  yourfeif  God."  To  which  he  replied,  that 
in  their  law  the  Prophets,  were,in  a  certain  fenfe,  called 
Gods,  without  blafphemy  ;  that  it  was  not  blafphemy 
in  him,  whom  God  had  fan£tified,  and  fent  into  the 
world,  to  call  himfeif  Son  of  God  :  * 6  If  I  do  not  the 
works  of  my  father,"  faid  he,  37,  "  believe  me  not ; 
but  if  I  do,  though  you  will  not  believe  me,  believe 
the  works :  that  you  may  know,  and  believe,  that 
the  father  is  in  me,  and  I  in  the  father."  John  x. 

He  in  the  fame  manner  offered  his  miracles  in 
proof  of  his  divinity  when  Philip  delire4  to  fee  the 
father :  *'  do  you  not  believe  faid  he,  that  I  am  in 
the  father  and  the  father  in  me  ?  Otherwife  believe 
me  for  thefe  works,"  John  xiv,  11. 

And  becaufe  thefe  his  miracles  were  irrefiftiMe 
proofs  of  his  divinity,  he  declared  that  the  Jews 
who  perfifted  in  their  incredulity,  were  inexcufa- 
ble,  "  if  I  did  not  come  and  fpeak  to  them,  they 
would  not  have  fin  ;  but  now  they  have  no  excufe 
for  their  fin.  He  who  hates  me,  hates  my  father. 
If  I  had  not  done  works  in  them,  which  no  other 
did,  they  would  not  have  fin  ;  but  now  they  have 
feen,  and  they  hate  both  me  and  my  father,"  John 
XV.  22,  &c. 

The  divinity  of  Chrift,  manifeft  in  his  works  and 
words,  the  Jews  refufed  to  acknowledge.  This  ar- 
ticle of  his  doctrine  they  clearly  underftood,  and  of 
all  others  moft  ftrenuoufly  oppofed.  They  perfecu- 
ted  him  for  a  pretended  violation  of  the  fabbath, 
fcecaufe  he  had  healed  a  fick  man  at  the  pool  of 
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Bethfaida  on  that  day  ;  but  their  indignation  was 
increafed  beyond  meafure  at  his  reply,  in  which  his 
equality  with  the  father  was  ftated  :  "  Chrift  replied 
to  them  :  my  father  worketh  until  now,  and  I  alfo 
work.  For  this,  therefore,  the  Jews  fought  yet  more 
to  kill  him,  not  only  becaufe  he  broke  the  fabbath9 
but  becaufe  he  faidfthat  God  was  hh  proper  father3 
"  Patera  idion"  making  himfelf  equal  to  God,,? 
John  V.  17,  and  feq. 

The  Jews  therefore  underftood  his  doctrine  in  the 
true  fenfe,  that  he  was  Son  of  God  by  nature,  not  by 
adoption  :  in  this  latter  fenfe  there  could  have  beea 
110  accufation  of  blafphemy  :  for  the  Jews  called  t he  111- 
felves  the  Sons  of  God  by  adoption  :  "  They  faid  then 
to  him  '  we  are  not  born  of  fornication,  we  have  one 
father,  God.w  John  viii,  41. 

That  it  was  the  intended  fenfe  ismanifeft— the  words 
can  bear  no  other  fignification— The  father  worketh 
until  now,  and  I  work  as  if  he  had  faid  though  the 
father  had  ceafed  on.  the  Sabbath  Day,  from  the 
works,  which  he  had  created,  he  yet  continues  to 
create,  and  to  preferve  his  creatures,  without  a  viola- 
tion pf  the  Sabbath—this,  his  operation,  is  mine,  in 
it  there  is  no  violation  of  the  Sabbath.  So  far  from 
diminiihing  the  force  of  an,  expreflion,  which  had  ex- 
cited their  indignation,  he  continued  to  explain  k 
more  clearly  :  "  Then;  Jefus  anfwered^  and  faid  to 
them  :  Amen,  amen,  the  Son  cannot  dp  any  thing  of 
himfelf  but  what  he  fees  the  father  do,:  for  what  things 
foever  he  does,  thefe  the  Son  alfo  does  in  like  manner 
.  . . . .  as  the  father  raifes  the  dead,  and  gives  life,  fo 
the  Son  gives  life  to  whom  he  will .....  that  all  men 
may  honor  the  Son  as  they  honor  the  father — lie  who 
does  not  honor  the  Son  docs  not  honor  the  father, 

who   fent  him  Amen,  amen,  I  fay  unto  you, 

the  hour  comes,  it  is  now,  when  the  dead  fhall  hear 
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the  voice  of  the  Son  of  God,  and  they  who  will  hear 
(hall  live  :  for  as  the  father  hath  life  in  himfelf,  fo  he 
hath  given  to  the  Son  to  have  life  in  himfelf."  ibidem. 

In  the  whole  of  this  difcourfe  he  claims  the  fame 
power,  the  fame  honor,  the  fame  life  in  himfelf,  that 
is,  the  fame  eternity,  in  a  word,  the  fame  divine  nature 
with  the  father  ;  and,  for  the  truth  of  this  doctrine, 
he  refers  them  to  the  teilimony  of  the  father,  manifeit 
in  his  works  :  "  I  have,"  faid  he,  "  a  greater  teftimo- 
ny  than  that  of  John-— the  works  which  the  father 
gave  me  to  effect,  thefe  works,  which  I  perform 
give  tcftimony  of  mc,  that  the  father  fent  me," 
ibidem.  Their  incredulity  he  declared  inexcufable, 
becaufe  it  was  the  refult  of  groundlefs,  and  virulent 
animofity,  condemned  by  the  voice  of  reafon  :  for 
where  there  is  an  exercifc  of  the  divine  power,  reaion, 
fays  the  agent,  muff  be  God  ;  they  faw  this  power 
in  its  effects,  and  obftinately  refufed  to  acknowledge 
the  divinity  of  the  agent. 

As  Chrift  taught  by  word  and  example  he  fre- 
quently recommended  fecrecy  to  thofe,  whom  he 
relieved,  giving  his  difciples  to  underftand  that 
vanity  is  to  have  no  fhare  in  their  works.  The  de- 
are  of  popular  applaufe  is  a  vice  which  he  feverely 
cenfured  in  the  Pharifees.  It  is  at  prefent,  as  it  was 
then,  the  fpringof  action  in  the  fons  of  pride.  Our 
modern  fceptics,  in  imitation  of  their  anceftors,  the 
Heathen  Philofophers,  think  it  a  virtue. 

Of  the  miracles  of.  Chrift  many  were  of  fuch  a  na- 
ture as  not  to  be  concealed.  The  feeding  of  four  or 
five  thoufand  people,  with  a  few  loaves,  the  rcfurrec- 
tion  of  the  widow  of  Nairn's  fon,  that  of  Lazarus, 
and  many  other  miracles,  were  facts  of  public  noto- 
riety, which  could  not  be  concealed. 

So  public,  fo  well  attefted,  and  fo  univerfally  be- 
lieved were  the  miracles  of  Chrift,  that  the  heathen 
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writers  againft  Chriftianity  admitted  them  :  we  learn 
from  Origen's  firft  book  againft  Celfus,  No.  49,  and 
feq.  that  this  irreconcilable  enemy  to  Chriftianity 
believed  the  miracles  of  Chrift  genuine,  he  endeavour- 
ed to  invalidate  their  force,  under  pretence  that  fuch 
prodigies  had  been  effected  by  magicians. 

Porphyrias,  not  lefs  inmical  than  Celfus,  inadver- 
tently acknowledged  Chrift's  power  over  their  pre- 
tended Gods  :  "  lince  that  jefus  is  wor^upped,"  faid 
he,  Ab.  Euf.  Preff.  Evan.  Lib.  50.  Cap.  i°,  "we 
can  obtain  no  advantage  from  the  Gods,  nor  is  it 
wonderful  if,  after  fo  many  years,  the  city  be  afflicted, 
lince  JEfculapius  and  ihe  other  Gods  are  abfent  from 
it. 

"  That  philofopher,"  fays  St  Auftin*  De.  Liv.  Dei. 
Lib.  19,  Cap.  23,  No.  2,  "  fpeaks  well  of  Chrift,  as 
if  forgetting  the  contumely  of  which  we  have  fpo- 
ken  ;  or,  as  if  the  Gods  in  a  dream  had  blafphemed 
Chrift,  and,  awaking,  knew  him  to  be  good  afid  wor<* 
thy  of  praife.  Finally,  as  if  going  to  pronounce  fome- 
thing  wonderful  and  incredible,  Porphyrins  fays  it 
will  appear  to  fome  extraordinary  what  we  are 
going  to  fay  :  the  Gods  have  pronounced  that  Chrift 
moft  pious,  and  made  immortal,  and  remembered 
him  with  good  words.  He  then/'  continues  St* 
Auftin,  "  fubjoins  fome  oracles  of  the  Gods  blafphem- 
ing  Chriftians,  and  after  this  he  fays  :  to  thofe  who 
alked  if  Chrift  was  a  God,  Hecate  replied  :  fince  you 
know  how  the  immortal  foul  walks  after  the  body, 
but.  that  which  is  cut  off  from  wifdom  for  ever 
wanders.  That  foul  is  of  a  moft  excellent  man  for 
piety,  this  they  (the  Chriftians)  adore,  truth  being 
far  from  them."  After  St.  Auftin  had  cited  fome 
other  oracles,  from  Porphyrius,  to  the  honor  of 
Chrift,  though  not  fo  to  Chriftians,  he  thus  concludes, 
No.  3,  u  who  does  not  fee  that  thele  oracles  were 
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forged  by  this  artful  enemy,  who,  whiift  he  praifes 
Chrift,  traduces  Chriftians,  or,  if  fuch  anfwers  Were 
given  by  thefe  unclean  fpirits,  they  were  intended 
to  preclude  the  way  of  falvation,  in  which  a  man 
muft  be  a  Chriftian. 

Hicrocles,  who,  under  Dioclefien,  perfecuted  Chrif- 
tlanity  with  his  fword  and  his  pen,  in  the  book 
which  he  infer  ibed  Philaleihe,  inveighs  againft  Chrif- 
tians, who  praifed  Chrift  for  reftoring  fight  to  the 
blind,  and  doing  other  things  equally  wonderful. 
He  inftitutes  a  comparifon  between  the  miracles  of 
Chrift,  and  thofe  of  Apollonius,  of  Tyane,  after 
adducing  many  pretended  miracles  of  this  celebrated 
impoftor,  he  thus  concludes  :  "  to  what  end  have  I 
commemorated  thefe  things  t  That  our  folid  and 
accurate  judgment  of  all  things  may  appear,  and  the 
levity  of  Chriftians  :  we  do  not  think  him,  who  has 
done  thefe  great  things  a  God,  but  a  man  dear  and 
plc'ifing  to  the  Gods,  they  on  the  contrary  for  a  few 
prodigies  call  their  Jefus  God.39 

As  to  the  pretendrd  miracles  of  Apollonius  of 
Tyane,  which  are  faid  to  have  been  written  by  his 
colleague  Darias,  and  repeated  by  Philoftratus  two 
hundred  years  after,  from  fonie  memorials  furnifhed 
by  Julia,  wife  to  the  Emperor  Septimus  Sever  us. 
They  are  a  tiffue  of  abfurd  fables,  offenfive  to  common 
fenfe.  Philoftratus,  who  feems  to  have  the  moll 
profound  refpect  for  his  hero,  makes  him  underftand 
the  language  of  birds  and  beafts,  which,  he  fays,  he 
learnt  from  the  Arabs.  In  the  8th  chapter  of  his 
4th  book,  he  fays,  that  Apollonius,  invited  to  the 
wedding  of  his  friend  Menippas,  whiift  they  were 
at  table,  informed  his  friend  that  the  bride  was  a 
{fit  demon,  the  me  demon  immediately  difappeared, 
leaving  them  all  in  confternation  and  fear.  In  this 
rhapfody  there  are  many  tales  equally  abfurd. 
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A  judicious  critic,  fpeaking  of  Philoftratus,  fays  : 
Ms  work  excites  a  contempt  for  the  hiftorian,  and 
indignation  againft  the  impoftor,  whofe  hiftory  he, 
writes.  In  defence  of  the  hiftorian,  fome  pretend 
that  it  was  a  romance,  which  he  compofed  for  the 
atrrafement  of  the  Ernprefs,  his  benefaclrefs. 

Even  Julian,  the  apoftate,  whofe  hatred  knew  no 
bounds,  though  he  affected  to  defpife  Chriftians, 
whom  he  called  Galileans,  admitted  the  miracles  of 
Chrift.  It  is  true  that  ill-fated  mifcreant  w as  fo  in- 
fatuated with  the  rnyilerious  rites  of  augurs,  footh- 
fayers,  and  magicians,  that  he  thought  greater  mira- 
cles might  have  been  effected  by  them.  Hence  he 
fays  that  Chrift  done  nothing  great,  "  if  it  be  not 
thought  a  great  matter  that  he  cured  the  lame  and  *  } 
blind,  and  adjured  fome  people  poffefTed  by  demons, 
in  the  ftreets  of  Bet-hfaida  and  Bethania,"  Ap.  Cyr# 
Lib.  6,  Con.  Jul. 

Whatever  Cgns  apparently  rranfeending  the  power 
of  man,  and  exciting  his  afloniffament,  the  artful 
iilufions  of  Anli-Chrift,  or  other  falfe  Prophets,  may 
feern  to  effect,  or  the  Demon,  by  his  fagacity  in  dis- 
covering natural  agents,  and  his  power  of  transferr- 
ing the  in  almoft  i.nftantaneoufly  from  places  however 
diftant,  and  applying  them  to  fubjecb  naturally  dif- 
pofed  for  their  reception,  may  in  reality  effecl,  none 
<$an  be  deceived  by  thefe  fignsg  but  thofe  who  are 
willing  to  be  deceived,  becaufe  they  have  been  told 
that  fuch  iigns  would  be  given  by  falfe  Prophets,  in 
order  to  deceive.  In  the  pretended  miracles  of 
Anti- Chrift  there  will  be  nothing  real :  St.  Paul  ex*  | 
prefsiy  calls  them  lying  prodigies,  2.  Thefe.  ii,  9.  He 
there  afligns  the  reafcm  why  God  will  permit  thefe 
iilufions  to  impofe  on  the  wicked  :  "  becaufe,,,  fays  he, 
"they  did  not  receive  the  charity  of  truth,"  that 
is,  the  truth  in  charity.  It  has  been  already  obferved, 

that 


259 

that  the  operation  of  theDempn,  in  order  to  deceive, 
is  one  of  GodVmoft  fevere  judgments  ;  but  he  per- 
mits no  Inch  operation  in  his  own  name,  nor  in  any 
conjuncture,  in  which  reafon  cannot  difcover  the 
cheat. 

Of  all  fa&s  upon  record,  in  the  annals  of  the 
world,  there  is  not  one  fowel!  atteiled  as  the  refur- 
recHon  of  Chrifl,  and  his  afcenfion  into  Heaven  ;  fife 
greateft  enemies  have,  by  their  exertions  to  efface 
his  name,  rendered  the  fact  of  his  refurreclion  incon- 
trovertible :  friortly  after  his  interment  the  Jews, 
who  had  confpirsd  againft  him,  came  to  Pilate,  and 
told-  him  that  the  Seducer •,.  as  they  cailed  Chrift,  had 
promifed  to  rife  from  the  dead  after  three  days,  if 
the  body  Ihould  difappeir,  this  would  eilablifh  all 
the  errors,  which  he  had  taught.    Pilate  directed 
them  to  take  the  guard,,  and  lecure  the  fepulchre, 
Nothing    was     omitted    which    prudence  could 
fuggeii.    The   erTjcl:  of  thefe  precautions  was  tore- 
move  the  molt  diftant  fufpicion  of  illufion,  and  make 
the>moft  inveterate 'enemies  of  Chrirt,  the  hrft  wit- 
neffes  of  his  triumph.    They  did  not  atteft  the  hcl  ; 
true.    Few  men  are  fond  to  give  evidence  of  their 
own  guilt  ;  but  their  only  fubterfuge  is  equal  to  a 
confefiion  ;  the   clifciples,  fay  they,  ftole  the  body 
wMlft  the  guards  flept.    The  teftimony  of  a  fleeping 
witnefs  is  a  mockery,  to  pafs  unnoticed  the  improba- 
bility of  a  guard  of  well  difciplined  foldiers  all  ileeping 
on  their  polf  at  the  fame  time,  and  the  impoffibility 
of  removing  a  great  ftone  from  the  entrance  of  the 
fepulchre,  and  carrying  ofY  the  body,  without  awa- 
king any  one  of  therm 

The  falfehood  of  the  fuppoiition  is  manifefl ;  if 
the  clifciples  had  ftolen  the  body,  they  mufc  have 
known  that  he  did  not  rift  from  the  dead  ;  that  he 
was  an  impoftor,  who  impofed  on  their  ffrnpliclty  ; 
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and,  as  for  his  fake,  they  had  expofed  themfelves  to 
the  enmity  of  their  nation,  they  muft  have  then  at 
leaft  abandoned  him.    The  contrary  has  happened* 
though  ^they  bafely  deferted  hiin  before  his  .death, 
whilft  they  had  great  expectancies  from  his  power  ^ 
and  could  hardly  prevail  on  themfelves  to  believe  his 
refurreclion  real,  after  they  had  feen  him,  yet,  upon 
conviction  of  the  truth,  they  were  no  more  to  be 
deterred  by  threats  or  tortures,  by  torments  or  death. 
Their  words  and  actions  breathe  nothingbutfincerity. 
They  did  not  remove  to  a  diftant country,  nor  did 
they  wait  until  time  had  effaced  the  memory  of  the 
tranfaction  ;  but  whilft  it  was  yet  recent,  whilft  the 
impreflion  of  his  ignominious  death  was  yet  ftrong  on 
the  public  mind,  they  appeared  in  the  temple,  where 
the  Priefts  prefided,  who  were  his  accufers,  there 
they  attefted  the  truth  :  it  was  believed  by  thoufandB, 
and  not  denied  by  Chrift's  moft  inveterate  enemies. 
Their  charge  againft  the  principal  Jews  was  of  the 
moft  atrocious  kind  :  "  The  God  of  Abraham,  of 
Ifaac,  and  of  Jacob,  the  God  of  our  fathers,  glorified 
his  fon  Jefus,  whom  you  delivered  over,  and  denied 
before  Pilate,  who  judged  him  to  be  difmifted  ;  but 
you  denied  the  juft  and  the  holy  one,  and  deftred  a 
murderer  to  be  granted  to  you  ;  but  the  author  of 
life  you  killed,  whom  God  raifed  from  the  dead,  of 
which  we  are  witnefTes,"  Acts  iii,  13,  14,  15.  An 
accufation  of  a  more  heinous  nature  is  not  upon  re- 
cord in  the  annals  of  mankind.    And  this  accufa- 
tion is  founded  on  the  fact  of  Chrift's  refurrection  : 
for  if  he  did  not  rife  he  was  an  iinpoftor,  and  the 
jews  were   perfectly  juftifiable  in  putting  him  to 
death.  The  chief  priefts  and  magiftrates  of  the  temple 
aflenibled,  and  put  Peter  and  John  into  confinement  ; 
the  day  following  the  accufation  was  repeated,  and 
the  fact  of  the  reiarrection,  on  which  it  refted,  was 

after  ted 


n6i 

afferted  in  public  council  before  Annas,  Caiphas, 
John,  Alexander,  and  all. who  were  of  the  Sacerdotal 
order  ;  there  was  no  denial  of  the  fact,  nor  any  at- 
tempt whatfoever  to  refute  it.  To  pretend  that 
the  principal  Jews,  men  of  wealth  and  power,  poffef- 
fedof  every  poilible  means  of  information,  would  not 
refute  an  accufation, reflecting  difhonor  on  themfelves, 
if  it  were  poffible,  is  to  roiftake  the  nature  of  man, 
Their  acquiefcence  is  more  than  juridical  evidence 
of  the  truth.  It  is  equally  abfurd  to  imagine  that 
Peter  and  John  would  make  fuch  a  charge,  and  fo 
confidently  aflert  the  refurfection  of  Chrift  in  confir- 
mation of  the  charge,  if  they  were  not  well  allured 
of  the  truth  of  the  faft,  and  the  impoflibility  of  in- 
validating it  by  any  artifice  or  evafion. 

The  candour  of  the  apoftles,  their  labours,  their 
fufferings,  their  deaths,  is  conclufive  evidence  of 
their  fincerity.  The  bold,  and  open  manner,  in 
which  they  atteft  truths  deftruclive  of  the  honor  of 
their  nation,  damning,  without  redemption,  the  me- 
mory of  the  principal  Jews,  in  whofe  prefence  they 
fpoke,  is  equally  convincing  that,  if  they  intended 
to  deceive,  they  could  not  have  done  it.  Impoftors 
have  interfiled  views :  they  had  none,  they  were 
men  of  truth.  The  man  who  reads  their  hiftory  and 
denies  it,  does  not  know  the  truth. 

Why  did  not  Chrift  fliew  himfelf  to  all  the  Jews 
after  his  refurrection  ?  There  was  no  necefflty.  He 
did  not  rife  for  the  conviction  of  the  Jews,  but  for  the 
juftifieation  of  Chriftians  until  the  confummation  of 
time  ;  it  was  therefore  neceffary  that  he  fhould  con- 
vince competent  witneiTcs  of  the  truth  of  his  refur- 
rection ;  that  it  mould  be  afcertained  to  them,  and 
by  them,  to  all  nations,  beyond  the  poflibility  of  a 
doubt  :  this  was  effectually  done.  It  was  declared  by 
angels,  the  menenger,s  of  Heaven  :  c:  He  is  rjfen  he 
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is  not  here."  Luke  xxiv.  6.  He  heard  them  ;  he  an- 
fvvered  them;  he  eat  with  them;  he  inftrucled- 
them  ;  he  mewed  them  his  wounds,  from  the  nails 
ahB  the  fpear  ;  they  touched  them  ;  by  every  poffible  • 
argument  be  convinced  them,  that  he  was  rifenin 
the  fame  fond  body,  in, which  he  foffered.  If  he  had 
fliewn  himfelf  in  the  temple  it  would  have  convinced 
the  Prieds  :  many  of  them  were  convinced,  and  em- 
braced the  faith  on  the  teftimony  of  the  apoftles  *7„ 
they,  who  obftinatdy  perfevered  in  their  incredulity, 
would  not  have  been  convinced  by  his  appearance, 
and  from  the  abufe  of  the  favors,  which' he  had 
Ihewn  were  not  deferving  of  more,  add  to  this"  that 
the  queftion  would  again  recur  if  he  had  fhewn  him- 
felf  in  the  temple  why  not  in  the  court  ?•'  Why  not 
ifi  every  ftreet  of  the  city  ?  Why  not  in  Samaria  ? 
And,  as  the  effect  of  the  refurrecYion  was  not  to  be 
confined  to  the  Jewifli  people  exclulivcly,  why  not  in 
Rome, "in  Athens,  &c.  r  And  as  all  fucceeding  gene- 
rations were  equally  interefted  with  the  then  exifting 
generation,  on  the  principle  laid  down  by  modern 
fceptics,  Chrift's  appearance  would  have  been  necef- 
fary  at  all  times-,  and  in  all  places.  A  leader  of  the 
fquad  thought;  it  incumbent  on  Ghrift  to  appear 
to  himfelf;  the  writer  ventures  to  allure  him  that 
he  will,  in  due  time,  not  to  gratify  idle  cui*iofity5  but 
to  chaflife  arrogance  and'impiety. 

The  credulity  of  an  ignorant  populace  is  the  lad 
refdurce  of  our  fophifts1.  There  is  nothing,  fay  they, 
which  the  populace  will  not  eafity  believe,  if  it  be 
told  by  men  of  influence  :  thus  the  Romans  believed 
Julius  Proculus,  that  Romulus  had  defcended  from 
the  Heavens  to  inform  him,  that  he  was  amon^ft  the 
Gods;  not  only  the  populace,  but  the  fenate  ordered; 
a  temple  to  bz  built  in  honour  of  the  new  God. 
Alexander  declaring  chat  HephVftkm,  wa's  deified  * 
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Xvas  believed  by  the  courtiers,  and  fliortly  after  it 
was  believed  by  himfelf  :  thus  the  ApoftLes  imagined 
that  Chrifl  rofe  from  the  dead,  and  the  populace 
-believed  them  without  farther  difcuffion. 

It  is  true,  a  credulous  populace  eafily  believes  what 
flatters  their  pafiions,  if  aiTerted  by  men  of  confi- 
dence. The  enrolment  of  Romulus,  Hepheftion,  or 
any  other  pretended  divinity,  only  encreafed  their 
amufements,  and  was  accompanied  by  no  reftr-aints, 
they  were  of  courfe  received  with  acclamation, 
without  examination  or  difcuition.  The  Senators 
were  ftrongly,  and  in  all  probability  juflly,  fufpecled 
of  having  difpofed  of  Romulus  in  a  clandeftine 
-manner,  it  is  not  matter  of  furprife  that  they  pre- 
tended to  believe  Proculus,  who  was  employed  by 
them  for  the  exprefs  purpofe  of  removing  the 
fufpicion ;  but  when  we  fee  the  Jewifh  Priefts,  not 
the  populace,  filent  under  an  accufation  reflecting 
the  utmoil:  di (honour  on  themfelves,  the  moil  intel- 
ligent amongft  them  convinced  of  the  Refurreclion, 
on  which  the  charge  was  fupported,  the  idea  of  po- 
pular credulity  vanilhes,  an  emotion  of  furprife  at 
the  perverfe  obflinacy  of  the  incredulous  fucceeds. 
How  our  Sceptics  discovered  that  the  Difciplcs  were 
of  the  lowed  orders  of  iociety,  we  arc  a  lofs  to  con- 
jecture :  was  Gamaliel,  Nicodemus,  or  Jofeph,  of 
Arimathea^  of  the  low  eft  order  ?  Were  Stephen, 
Barnaby,  Luke,  and  Paul,  of  the  populace  ?  Was 
that  immenfe  body  of  the  Sacerdotal  order,  who 
embraced  the  faith  of  the  credulous  herd  ?  If  we 
may  judge  of  a  writer  by  his  works,  Luke  and  Paul 
were  ,  men  of  fcience,  as  -far  fuperior  to  Sceptical 
fcribblers,  as  thefe  are  to  their  brother  monkeys. 

Let  us  admit  the  Difciples  were  Rich  as  our  Seep ^ 
tics  fuppofe  them,  ignorant  and  credulous,  how  did 
tbefc  ignorant  and  credulous  men  impofe  their  ap- 
parently 
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patently  and  incredible  doctrines  on  the  mod  incre- 
dulous of  men,  the  Heathen  Philofophers  ?  How  did 
they  enforce  obedience  to  their  injunctions,  which 
are  confeffedly  full  of  the  moft  mortifying  reftraints  ? 
Thefe  are  embarraffing  queftions. 

The  refurreclion  of  Chriit,  and  other  fpeculativc 
doctrines  of  his  religion,  were  in  direct  oppofition  to 
the  received  opinions  of  the  world,  its  moral  maxims 
equally  inimical  to  the  eftabliflied  maxims  of  the 
world,  beatifying  poverty,  humility,  chaftity,  mo- 
defty,  meeknefs  and  patience  ;  denouncing  the  di- 
vine vengeance,  againft  avarice,  ambition,  inconti- 
nence, and  all  the  prevailing  pailions  of  man  ;  it 
propofed  nothing  lefs  than  the  total  abolition  of 
idolatry,  the  deftructiori  of  all  the  Heathen  temples* 
the  fuppreflion  of  all  fuperftkious  rites  and  ceremo- 
nies, which  had  been  univerfally  eftabliflied  by  im- 
memorial cuftom,  authorized  and  confirmed  by 
Legiflatures,  interwoven  with  the  fundamental  laws 
of  Kingdoms  and  States,  flattering  all  the  inclinations 
of  man.  Add  to  this,  that  thefe  doctrines,  fo  appa- 
rently incredible,  and  thefe  moral  maxims,  in  reality 
fo  inimical  to  corrupt,  nature,  were  taught  by  men 
of  no  influence  ;  in  their  own  country,  hated  and 
perfetuted  ;  amongfl  the  Heathen  nations  defpifed  ; 
oppofed  by  wealth,  power,  intereft,  fcience,  and 
every  artifice,  which  the  malice  of  the  Demon 
could  invent.  Thefe  difficulties,  to  human  power 
invincible,  were  furmounted  by  the  irrefifHble  evi- 
dence of  ChrifrVs  Refurreclion. 

His  afcenfidn  is  a  fact  attefled  as  forcibly,  ana 
with  the  fame  fuccefs.  In  it  there  is  no  room  for  de- 
ception :  the  wiiineffe  were  numerous  ;  they  could 
not  have  been  all  fubject  to  the  fame  iliufion  at  the 
lame,  inftant  of  time,  fie  had  fpoken  to  them,  he 
had  eaten  with  them,  he  had  Conducted  them  from 
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the  city  through  Bethania  to  the  mountain  of  Olives, 
uid  there,  bleffing  them,  he  afcended  in  their  view. 
See  the  relation,  Acts  i. 

It  is  not  in  the  nature  of  things  that  fo  many 
witneffes  would  confpire  to  atteft  a  fact,  knowing  it 
to  be  a  fiction,  without  having  fome  great  intereft 
in  view.    The    Apoftles   could  have  no  temporal 
intereft  in  view  :  from  the  Jews,  whofe  fanguine 
hopes  of  the  re-efiablifhment  of  their  empire,  they 
blafted,    and  whofe  total  deftruclion  they  foretold, 
they  could  promife  themfelves  nothing  ;  from  the 
Heathens,  whofe  rites  they  fuppreffed,  whofe  augurs, 
foothfayers,  oracles  and   temples,  they  taught  the 
people  to  defpife,  the  vanity  and  emptinefs  of  whofe 
pretended  Gods  and  GoddefTes  they  expofed,  the 
folly  of  whofe  mppliants  they  ridiculed,  the  artifices 
of  whofe  officers  they  difclofed,  from  thefe  once 
more  they  could  expect  nothing  but  what  they  ob- 
tained, that  is,  chains,  tortures  and  death.  Their  object 
therefore  mull  have  been,  as  they  afferted,  the  conver- 
fion  of  fouls,  and  the  fanctification  of  their  own.  It 
is  true,  they  promifed  happinefs  to  their  difciples,  as 
they  did  to  themfelves,  but  not  in  this  world,  and 
it  would  have  been  madnefs  to  expect  happinefs  in 
an  after  life,  for  teaching  that  for  truth,  which  they 
knew  to  be  falfe.    The  dedtrine  they  taught  was 
therefore  true ;  and  when  they  declared  that  "  the 
anger  of  God  is  revealed  from  Heaven  againlt  im- 
piety," Rom.  i.  18,  our  Sceptics  will  find  it  but  too 
true. 

From  Juftin's  apology,  addrefled  to  the -Emperor, 
the  Senate,  and  Roman  people,  we  learn  that  Tibe- 
rius had  been  informed  by  Pilate  of  the  principal 
occurrences  of  ChriuVs  minion  in  Judea  ;  after  rela- 
ting many  of  thefe  tranfacYions,  he  fays,  No.  7, 
<;  that  thefe  things  have  happened  you  may  leara 
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from  the  a&s  of  Pontius  Pilate.**  The  fame  'afiertkm 
he  repeats,  No.  48.  We  know  that  it  was  invariably  the 
cuftom  for  the  Governors  of  Provinces,  to  tranfmit 
to  the  Emperor  a  circumftantial  account  of  lingular 
incidents.  Pilate  cannot  be  prefumed  to  have  omit- 
ted it,  and  Juftin  would  not  have  dared  to  appeal 
to  the  public  records  if  he  were  not  well  allured 
the  fads  -were  regiftered,  nor  would  his  adverfary, 
Grefcentius,  th.e  cynic,  a  moll  malignant  cenfor,  have 
palled  luch  a  miftake  unnoticed. 

Tertullian  alfo,  a  writer  well  verfed  in  the  Roman 
laws,  fays,  in  his  Apologetic,  Cap.  210,  No.  7,  "  that 
Pilate  himfelf,  a  Chriftian  in  conference,  had  reported 
to  the  Emperor  Tiberius  the  moil  memorable  oc- 
currences of  Chrift's  million."  He  adds,  in  the  fame 
Apology,  that  Tiberius  propofed  the  Divinity  of 
Chrift  to  the  Senate,  "  with  the  prerogative  of  his 
own  fuffrage."  The  Senate  refufed  to  ratify  it.  Eu- 
febius,  in  his  Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory,  cites  there  facls 
from  Tertullian,  whofe  authority  he  thought  unex- 
ceptionable :  **  when,*'  fays  Euf.  Lib.  2,  Cap.  2, 
M  the  wonderful  refutfreclion  of  Chrift  and  his  afcen- 
iion  into  Heaven  was  pubiiihed  by  the  voice  of  all 
people,  as  it  was  an  old  cuitom  with  the  Governors 
of  Provinces  to  tranfmit  an  account  of  every  new 
occurrence  to  the  Emperor,  that  nothing  might  be 
concealed,  Pilate  informed  Tiberius  of  the  refur- 
rection  of  Chrift',  the  fame  of  which  was  celebrated 
over  all  Paleftine  ;  he  at  the  fame  time  fignified  to 
the  Prince,  that  he  had  heard  of  many  other  mira- 
cles, and  that  after  his  return  to  life  he  was  held  by 
many  to  be  a  God  ;  it  is  faid  that  Tiberius  referred 
the  matter  to  the  Senate,  and  they  rejected  the  pro- 
pofal,  becaufe  he  had  been  declared  God  without 
waiting  their  authority,  and  there  was  an  old  law 
forbidding  any  perfon  to  be  a  God  without  a  decree 
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of  the  Senate,.  This  was  the  apparent  reafon,  but 
in  reality  becaufe  the  preaching  of  the  divine  doc- 
trine did  not  want  the  authority  or  the  counfel  of 
men.  Though  the  Senate  had  rejected  the  propofal, 
as  was  faid,  Tiberius,  perfifting  in  his  opinion,  de- 
creed nothing  harfli  againfi  the  doctrine,  of  Chrift. 
Thefe  things  Tertullian,  a  writer  Wfll  verfed  in  the 
Roman  laws,  and  amongQ:  Latin  writers  the  moft 
celebrated,  ftates  in  his  Apologetic." 

Some  of  our  modern  Legiflatures  declare  that  no 
doctrine  is  true  but  that  which  they  find  convenient 
to  approve  ;  the  Roman  fenate  went  one  ftep  farther : 
they  made  the  divinity  felf  dependant  on  their  decree. 
The  impiety-of  this  law  is  furpafied,  if  poffible,  by  its 
folly.  The  candidate  is  introduced  canvaiing  for 
votes,  ii  he  cannot  obtain  a  majority  he  falls  from 
all  his  pretenfions  to  the  divinity.  St  hominibus  non 
placet  deus  non  erif* 

There  is  a  letter  from  Pilate  to  Tiberius  re  porting 
the  miracles  of  Chrift. ;  it  is  thought  by  fome  modern 
critics  to  be  fuppofed  though  cited  by  Tertullian.  The 
writer  has  not  feen  conelufive  evidence  of  the  fup- 
pofkion.  There  is  no  modern, critic  better  verfed  in 
the  hiftory  of  Rome,  and  its  laws  than  Tertullian,  a 
profeffed  lawyer,  and  eminent  in  the  profefuon  ;  no 
modern  critic  has,  or  can  pretend  to  have  the  fame 
fources,  of  information,  which  he  poffefTed,  if  the 
letter  tranfmitted  to  us  be  that,  which  he  cites,  and 
is  cited  on  his  authority  by  Eufcbius,  a  mod  intelligent 
author,  the  writer  is  ftrongly  inclined  to  prefer  their 
authority  to  the  filly  conjectures  of  any  modern,  or 
of  all  modern  critics.  Whatever  objections  ma  y  be 
flated  againft  Tertullian,  none  can  be  againit  Jaftin, 
who  appealed  to  the  public  achl 

Tiberius,  though  corrupt  in  his  morals  .  and.  fan - 
guinary  in  his  dU^oGttons,  was  neither  ignorant,  ner 
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inattentive  to  the  duties  of  an  Emperor ;  and  Pilate, 
who,  if  Philo  and  Jofephus  tell  truth,  was  little  in- 
ferior to  his  m after,  was  too  deeply  verfed  in  politics 
to  conceal  from  the  tyrant's  ear  tran factions,  which  he 
knew  mull  reach  it  through  fome  other  channel.  It. 
cannot  be  fuppofed,  with  any  appearance  of  proba- 
bility, that  Chrift's  death  and*  the  rumour  of  his 
refurrection  was  not  reported  to  the  Emperor. 

Whether  the  letter  be  genuine,  or  fuppofed,  is  of 
little  confequence  :  the  truth  of  chriftianity  does  not 
reft  on  the  authority  of  a  Tiberius  or  a  Pilate  ;  it  is 
totally  independent  of  the  teftimony  of  a  Juftin,  a 
Tertullian,  or  an  Eufebius, 

However  unexceptionable  the  miracles  of  Chrift, 
however  candid  and  fincere  the  Apoftles,  yet  as  the 
religion,  which  they  taught,  was  deftruciive  of  all 
the  fyftems  of  religion  then  eftablimed  by  laws  and 
cuftoms  in  the  world  ;  in  its  fpeculative  doctrines  in- 
conceiveable,  and  in  its  moral  precepts  full  of  morti- 
fying reftraints,  they  never  could  obtain  credit  on 
their  bare  aftertion  in  thefe  countries,  where  Chrift 
birnfeif  or  his  miracles  were  not  known  ;  their  tefti- 
mony therefore  muft  have  been  accompanied  by 
%ns,  which  authenticated  their  million,  and  infured 
their  followers  againft  illufton.  In  Judea  where  they 
ftrft  began  to  preach,  the  defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoft 
under  the  appearance  of  fiery  tongues,  and  the  per- 
manent effect  of  this  temporary  appearance,  was  a  fuf- 
ficient  voucher  ;  the  afTembly  was  too  numerous  to  be 
fubject  to  any  illuiiwn,  and  the  effect,  Inch  a$  omnU 
potence  alone  could  produce  :  it  is  not  poffible  that 
an  igaoraiK  man,  by  any  powers  inherent  in  human 
nature,  ihouk!  inUantaneoufly  acquire  a  knowledge 
of  different  languages  :  and,  much  lefs,  that  he  mould 
be  undentood  by  men  of  different  lauguages  at  the 
fame  tffafe.  This  was  the  firflj  miracle  in  alteration  of 
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the  truth  of  the  Apoftie's  million  ;  and  its  immediate 
effect  was  the  converiion  of  three  thoufand.  Acts  ii. 
If  the  reader  wifhes  to  fee  the  miracles,  which  God 
wrought  by  his  Apoftles,  in  many  different  countries, 
let  him  read  the  Acts  of  the  Apoftles  written,  by  St. 
Luke,  and  attefted  by  the  acceptation  of  all  the 
Churches  in  the  different  countries  where,  and  in 
whofe  prefence,  thefe  miracles  were  wrought. 

Impiety  is  forced  to  admit  that  the  Apoftles  d' i 
convert  many  thoufands  in  different  countries  to  the 
faith.  To  pretend  that  thefe  converftons  were  wrought 
without  miracles  ;  or  that  fo  many  thoufands  of  men,, 
who  had  eyes  and  ears  as  we  have,  were  taught  to» 
believe  that  miracles  were  wrought  in  their  pre- 
fence, though  no  fuch  thing  had  happened,  is  a  mani- 
fefl  abfurdity,  which  is  ref  uted  by  contempt.  There; 
have  been  fuppofed  miracles.  True,  the  writer  it 
willing  to  admit  that  fome  dupes  have  been  deceived 
by  impoftors  :  there  are  many  fuch  in  all  countries  to 
this  prefent  day,  and  in  all  appearance  will  continue 
to  the  end  ;  but  that  of  all  the  men  fo  celebrated  for 
fcience,  fanclity,  and  difinterefted  views,  who  have 
attefted  thefe  miracles  of  the  Apoftles,  and  of  their 
difciples,  there  was  not  one  honeft  man  ;  and  that  all 
thefe  thoufands  of  thoufands  of  Chriftians,  who 
compofed  the  primitive  Church,  were  dupes  and  im- 
poftors ;  there  is  fomething  fo  wild  m  the  thought, 
fo  extravagantly  impudent  in  the  aflertioo,  that  a 
man  who  has  any  remains  either  of  mode  ft  y  or  com* 
mon  fenfe,  would  not  dare  to  make  it.  And  if  it  be 
admitted,  that  any  one  of  all  thefe,  told  truth,  impie- 
ty falls  defenceiefs.  How  defperate  the  caufe,  in 
defence  of  which,  even  the  impudence  of  the  Atheift, 
and  the  effrontery  of  the  Deift,  is  abaftied  ! 

From  the  miracles  of  Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  let 
us  pafs  to  his  prophecies.    It  is  univerfally  admitted 
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that,  contingent  events  depending  on  the  joint  action; 
of  many  free  and  concurring  caufes,  are  not  within 
the  range  of  limited  prefcience.  Such  events  w~re 
foretold  by  Chrift,  and  promifes  made  by  him,  which 
almighty  power  alone  could  fulfil.  The  events  have 
happened  as  foretold,  and  the  promifes  fulfilled. 
Our  Sceptics,  however  unwilling)  are  witneffes  to 
bpth. 

The  writer  paffes  unnoticed  all  thefe  predictions, 
and  promifes,  which  were  fulfilled  before  the  GofpeK 
were  written,  to  obviate  the  pretence  that  thefe 
might  have  been  fuppofed  by  the  writers,  the  falfe- 
hood  of  this  calumny,  is  manifeft,  not  only  from  the 
fmcerity  of  the  Evangelical  writers,  but  becaufe  they 
wrote  nothing  but  the  doctrine,  which  they  had 
already  taught  verbally  ;  and  if  their  writings  con- 
tained a  doctrine  differing  frorn  what  they  had  ver^ 
bally  taught,  or  included  predictions,  or  promifes, 
of  whkh  the  Churches  had  not  previoufly  heard, 
they  would  have  been  rejected  as  fpurious.  The  acr 
ceptation  of  all  the  Churches  is.  the  moft  authentic 
evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  New  TeCtament,  and  the 
veracity  of  its.  writers*  The  fame  doctrine,  which 
the  Evangelifls  wrote,  was  taught  by  all  the  Apoftles, 
who  did  not  write,  and  continues  to  be  taught  in., 
the  fame-manner,  by  their  fucceffors.. 

Chrift  exprefsly  foretold  the  deflruction  of  Jeru- 
falem,  the  manner  of  its  deftruetion,  and  even  limited 
the  time.  f.  The  days  will  come  on  thee,  laid  he,  and 
thy  enemies  will  furround  thee  with  a  line  of  circum- 
vallatlon,  c  chare? ka'  and  they  will  encoropafs  thee 
a,nd  fir  ait-en  thee  on  every  fide,  and  will  level  thee 
to  the  ground,  and  thy  children,  who  are  in  thee" 
Luke  xix.  42.  We  know  that  Jerufalem,  the  4.0th 
year  after  Chrid's  death,  was  deftroyed  by  Titus. 
He  cad  up  entrenchments,  and  a  wall,  which  fb 
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viofely  invefted  the  city  that  none  could  efcape.  In. 
that  memorable  liege  1,300,000  fouls  perimed.  See 
Jofephus,  Lib.  6  and  7.  Such  an  event  could  not 
have  been  forefeen  but  by  him,  who  has  all  events 
on  his 'difpofal. 

As  the  Jews  "were  numerous,  obdinate  and  difcon  - 
'tented,  fubjecVto 'be  deluded  by  'impoftors,  "who  af- 
fumed  the  title  of  their  expe&ed  deliverer,  a  man  of 
great  fagacity  might  fufpect  a  rebellion  ;  but  that  the 
city  would  be  furrounded  by  a  line  of  circumvdlation, 
and  totally  defiroyed  by  the  Hrfi.  army,  that  invent- 
ed it,  as  Chrift  faid  Luke  xxi.  20.  "  When  you 
fee  Jerufalem  furrounded  by  an  army  know  that  then 
its  defolation  is  near,"  whilit  the  then  generation 
lived.  "  I  fay  unto  you  all  thefe  things  will  came  on 
this  generation,"  Luke  xii.  36,  was  contrary  to  all 
rules  of  probability  and  beyond  the  range  of  conjee 
'lure. 

To  this,  'firft,  Chrift  added  a  fecond  prediction^ 
more  remote  from  probability,  that  is,  that  though 
jerufalem  would  be  deflroyed,  and  not  one  ftone  left 
on,  the  other,  her  fons  and  daughters  difperfed, 
would  continue  to  exifl  until  the  confummation  of 
time  :  after  giving  a  defcription  of  that  alarming 
fcene,  he  adds,  u  Amen,  1  fay  unto  you3  that  this 
generation  (the  Jewifli  people)  will  not  pafs  away 
until  all  thefe  things  are  done,"  Matt.  xxiv.  34, 
Hence  we  find  St.  Paul  declaring  that  blindness  in 
part  has  happened  in  Ifrael,  until  the  fulnefs  of  nations 
Ihould  come  in,  and  thus  all  Ifrael  mail  be  faved," 
Rom.  xi.  25,  26.  Will  our  Sceptics  condefcend  to 
admit  the  firft  part  of  this  prophecy,  that  is,  the  ful- 
nefs of  nations  is  coming  in,  and  that  the  blindnefe 
of  the  Jews  continues  yet  ?  For  their  conversion  we 
muft  wait  the  confummation. 

If  the  Jew  were  net  invincibly  SSftmate  he  could 
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hardly  refift  $e  evidence  of  another  prophecy,  the 
truth  of  which  he  knows  by  1 800  hundred  years  expe- 
rience :  "  the  law  and  the  Prophets,  faid  Chrift,  Luke 
xvi,  16,  until  John"  or,  as  it  is  in  Matthew:  efi  for 
all  the  Prophets,  and  the  law  prophecied  until  John/' 
xi.  12.  During  the  Jewifh  difpenfation  their  law  was 
fupported,  and  the  obfervance  of  it  enforced  by  the 
Prophets,  who  appeared  in  regular  fucceffion  at  dif- 
ferent intervals,  until  John  began  to  preach.  The 
fucceflion  was  then  interrupted,  and  the  million  of 
Prophets  to  the  Jews  ceafed,  according  to  the  words 
of  Chrift,  fo  that  the  Athetfl  or  the  Beift  is  not 
more  fteeled  againft  conviction  than  the  unfortunate 
Jew.. 

This  unanfwerable  argument,  drawn  from  the  dif- 
perfion  of  the  Jews,  and  their  obftinate  adherence  to 
their  law,  has  exercifed  the  imagination  of  our  mo- 
dern Sceptics,  whofe  inventive  faculties  are  ftretched 
but  to  deceive  themfelves.  They  find,  or  pretend  to 
find,  many  reafons  for  this  continuation  of  the  Jews, 
diftinct  from  all  oilier  people.  Their  fancy,  fay  they, 
is  fed  by  the  hopes  of  a  deliverer,  who  will  reinftate 
their  empire,  and  their  temple;  they  carefully  avoid 
inter- marriages  with  other  people;  they  are  firmly 
attached  to  their  law  ;  and  though  they  fee  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion  flourifh,  yet  they  think  their  own  rites 
and  ceremonies  more  majeftsc.  To  thefe  reafons  the 
reply  is  fimple  :  hopes  difappointed,  in  courts  of 
years  fubiide.  A  continuation  of  the  Jewifh  hopes 
after  eighteen  centuries  continued  difappointmcnt, 
is  neither  natural,  nor  reafonable,  the  fource  of  fuch 
extravagance  mull  be  found  elfewhere,  that  is,  in  the 
malediction  attached  to  that  ill-fated  race.  They  are 
the  defendants  of  thole  anceftors,  who,  thirfting 
after  the  blood  of  innocence,  to  which  Pilate,  a  fan- 
guinary  tyrant,  with  reluctance  gave  his  fanction,  ex- 
claimed : 
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claimed  :  "  let  his  blood  be  on  us,  ana  our  children," 
Matt,  xxvii,  25. 

Their  fevcral  attempts  to  build  the  temple  have 
proved  ineffectual,  and  ruinous  to  themfelves  :  Ju- 
lian's project,  in  oppofition  to  Chrift's  prophecy,  only 
Served  literally  to  verify  it. 

That  Julian  did  intend  to  rebuild  the  temple,  we 
have  incontrovertible  evidence  in  his  letter  to  the 
Jews,  ftill  extant  in  his  works,  No.  25.    It  is  men- 
tioned by  Sozomen,  and  tranflated  by  Doctor  Gave, 
in  his  life  of  St.  Cyril.    In  it,  after  relieving  them 
from  all  taxes,  and  burdens*  he  enjoins  diligence, 
and  promifes  that,  after  his  Perfian  expedition,  he 
would  fix  his  r  evidence  in  Jerufalem,  and  offer  his 
joint  prayers  with  them.    The  artifice  and  hypo- 
crify  of  the  apoftate,  and  confequent  exertions  of 
the  Jews,  have  rendered  the  truth  of  Chrift's  predicti- 
on inconteftibie  :  Chrift  had  declared.  Matt,  xxiv,  2, 
that  one  ftone  of  the  temple  would  not  be  left  on 
the  other.     After  the  deftruction,  by  Titus,  the 
foundations  and  fome  ruins  of  the  walls  remained  : 
Eufebius  fays,  Dom.  Evan.  Lib.  80.  that  in  his  time 
the  inhabitants  frequently  carried  off  the  ftones  for 
private  buildings.    Ail  thefe  rains,  and  the  very 
foundations,  were  removed  by  the  Jews,  under  Juli- 
an's direction,  in  order  to  recommence  the  work, 
from  which  they  were  deterred  by  flames  iffuing 
from  the  foundations,  which  at  firft  only  deflroyed 
the  works  ;  but  when  the  Jews  obftinately  perfifted 
in  the  defign,  they  confumed  the  workmen  alfo. 
This  fact  is  authentic  if  there  be  truth  in  man  :  Am- 
mianus  Marcellinus,  an  unprejudiced  Heathen,  fays, 
Tib.  3,  Cap.  1,  that  Julian  undertook  the  work  to 
immortalize  his  reign;  he  adds,  Lib.  23,  Cap.  1, 
that  tremendous  balls  of  $re,  iffuing  from  the  earth, 
near  the  foundations,  rendered  the  place  inacceffiblc 
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to  the  workmen.    His  terms  are  ftrongly  expreffive 

• — hocque  modo  etemento  dejiinatius  repellento — in  this 
manner  the  element  in  a  more  determined  manner 
repelling  them.  The  concurring  teftimony  of  co- 
temporary  writers,  removes  all  fufpicion.  Chry. 
adv.  Jud.  Or.  2,  and  Horn.  4  in  Matt.  Nazian,  Or. 
-2,  and  4,  in  Jul. 

Chryfoftome  fays  that  the  Jews  at  three  different 
times  attempted  the  building  of  their  temple,  under 
Adrian,  which  encreafed  the  enmity  of  the  Heathens, 
and  brought  deftrucHon  on  the  Jews  ;  again  under 
Conftantine,  who  difperfed  them,  cut  off  their  ears, 
and  branded  them  with  the  mark  of  rebellion  ;  and 
finally,  faid  he,  in  our  time,  not  above  twenty  years 
ago,  in  which  God  himfelf  bafHcci  their  endeavours, 
to  fhewthat  no  human  power  could  reverfe  his  de- 
crees, and  that  at  a  time  when  our  religion  was  op- 
preffed,  lay  under  the  axe,  and  had  not  the  liberty 
to  fpeak3  that  impudence  itfelf  might  not  have  the 
leaft  fliadow  of  pretence.  See  a  circumftantiai  ac- 
count of  this  memorable  event,  in  the  life  of  Sr. 
Cyril,  by  Butler. 

That  the  Jews  avoid  inter-marriages  with  chriftian3 
is  true,  but  whether  from  choice  or  necelTity  is  doubt- 
ful :  in  chriftian  countries  fuch  marriages  are  prohibit 
ted  bylaw,  and  in  all  countries  they  are  null  of  right, 
As  to  their  rites  and  ceremonies,  however  majefiic, 
whilft  the  temple  exitled,  fmce  its  deftrucHon,  they 
cannot*  be  performed  :  thefe,  therefore,  cannot  fix  the 
attention  of  the  Jews.  Finally,  whatever  reafons  may 
be  afligned  for  the  continuation  of  the  Jews,  as  a 
diftinct  people,  the  force  of  the  prophecy  is  not  the 
lefs  invincible  :  becaufe  to  forefee  that  thefe  reafons 
would  be  permanent,  and  the  effect  perpetually  cor- 
refpondent,  is  beyond  the  fphere  of  limited  fcience. 

Let  us  now  pafs  from  the  Jews  to  the  Gentiles  : 
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Chrifl  ordered  his  Apoftles  to  teach  all  nations,  or,  as 
it  is  in  the  Greek  text,  to  make  them  difciples — "  Mathe* 
leu/ate*' — promifing  that  he  would  be  with  them  until 
the   confummation.  Matt.  uit.    They  immediately 
commenced  the  work,  and  carried  his  faith  and  name 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  Roman  Empire,  into  nations 
where  the  Roman  name  was  not  known  :  of  this  the 
monuments  are  univerfal,  and  the  work  as  yet  con- 
tinues, in  the  hands  of  their  fucceflbrs.    In  this  fhort 
fentence  there  is  a  promife  which  Omnipotence  alone 
could  fulfil,  and  a  truth  announced  which  God  only 
could  forefee — that  is,  that  Chrift's  miflionaries  would 
continue  until  the  confummation,  and  that  they  would 
form  his  difciples  in  all  nations.    He  was  promifed  all 
nations  as  an  inheritance,  not  all  the  men  of  all  nati- 
ons ;  if  there  be  a  nation,  which  was  not  yet  enlight- 
ened by  his  gpfpely  it  will  before  the  confummation  : 
the  pad  enfures  the  future.,    Chrift  faid  to  his  difci- 
ples :  *'  You  will  be  brought  before  Kings  and  Gover- 
nors for  my  fake,  in  teftimony  to  them,,  and  to  nati- 
ons,"  Matt,  x,  i    Impiety  will  not  difpute  the  acccm- 
plimment  ofthis  prophecy.    Chrifl,  therefore,  fore- 
faw  that  his  difcipies  would  perfevere  in  the  doclrine, 
which  he  taught  in  the  face  of  perfecution,  in  defiance 
of  defpotic.  power.    He  alfo  forefaw  that  Kings  and 
Governors  would  perfecute  his  difciples :    if  he  had 
confultcd  the  ruks  of  probability,   and  offered  a  con-. 
jeclure,he  would  have  faid  that  Epicureans,  whole 
principles  are  fubverfive  of  order,  and'whofe  conduct 
lets  decency  at  defiance,  or  Peripatetics,  who  teach 
that  prayers  and  ficrifices  are  ufelefs,   would  be  ar- 
raigned  before  Kings  and  Governors  ;  but  that  hi% 
difciples,  wliom  he  ordered  to  be  as  harmlexs.  as  doves, 
whole  whole  line  of  conducl:,  as  preferred  by  him, 
and  firiclly  ub&rved  by  them,  breathed  nothing  but 
meekneis.  humility,  fubmirlion,  fidelity  and  obedience, 
to  the  rising  powers,  fhould  be  the  ofcjecTs  of  hatred, 
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of  calumny  and  perfecution,  is  not  matter  of  conjec- 
ture :  there  is  but  God,  who  knows  the  intenfe  irja- 
lignity  of  man,  and  the  depravity  of  his  heart,  wha 
could  forefee,  that  truth,  innocence  and  juftice,  would 
be  exclufively  and  univerfally  the  objec"t  of  his  hatred. 

The  writer  adds  one  prediclion  more,  againft 
which  even  the  effrontery  of  the  modern  fciolift  will 
not  venture  to  ftate  an  objection.  When  Mary,  (ifter  to 
Lazarus,  had  poured  the  precious  ointment  on  Chrift's, 
feet,  and  Judas  expreffed  his  indignation  at,  what 
his  avarice  called  a  profufion,  Chrift  faid  :  "  Amen,  I 
fav  unto  you,  wherefoever  this  gofpel  is  preached  in 
the  whole  world,  that  alfo,  which  fhe  has  done  will 
be  told  in  memory  of  her/'  Mat.  xxvi,  13,  John  xiL 
In  thisfhort  fen te nee  there  are  two  folemn  promifes  t 
That  the  Gofpel  would  be  preached  all   over  the 
world  ;  and  that  Mary's  piety  would  be  remembered 
in  all  places  where  the  Gofpel  is  preached.  Thefe 
promifes,  which  nothing  fhort  of  Almighty  power 
could  fulfil,  are  fo  manifeftly  accomplished,  that  the 
obftinacy  of  the  modern  Philofophift  is  not  more  odi- 
ous than  contemptible. 

If  fanclity,  eftablHhed  by  miracles,  authenticated  by 
prophecy,  confirmed  by  the  accomplilhment  of  pro- 
mifes beyond  the  fphe?e  of  limited  power,  fpeak  the 
divinity,  the  f captures  are  divinely  infpired.    In  them 
are  many  things  impervious  to  human  reafon  ;  but 
there  is  nothing  more  reafonable  than  to  believe  on  the 
teftimony    of  infallible  authority,  though  reafon 
from  its  limited  nature  cannot  detect  the  principles, 
from  which  the  propofed  truth  refults.    Thus  in 
human  fcience  the  Aftronomer  fhews  the  deniity  of 
the  earth  to  be  greater  than  that  of  the  planet  Jupiter. 
The  principles  from  which  he  deduces  this  truth,  ' 
though  evident  to  the  adronomer.  are  as  impervious 
to  the  unlearned  peafaht  as  any  my  fiery  in  religion. 
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The  mathematician  demonftrates  that  the  branches  of 
thehyperbollic  curve  approach  inceffantly  its  aflymp- 
tots,  but  can  never  touch  them  ;  this  laft  proportion, 
though  mathematically  true,  has  all  the  appearance 
of  a  contradiction  ;  that  God  as  far  furpaffes  man  in 
knowledge  as  the  aftronomer  does  the  peafant,  is 
denied  but  by  him,  who  does  not  believe  a  God. to 
exift  ;  that  truths  are  known  to  hiro,  o£  which  man 
can  form  no  idea  is  equally  certain  ;  to  pretend  that, 
he,  who  has  enabled  man  by   founds  to  convey  his 
ideas  to  other  men,  or  with  his  per)  to  paint  them  for 
future  generations,  cannot  make  himfelf  underftood, 
is  an  abfardity  which  is  refuted  by  concempt  not  by- 
argument.    As  truth,  is  not  oppolite  to  truth,  if  we 
clearly  conceive  a  truth,  which  we  think  oppofite  to 
revelation,  we  are  not  thence  to  conclude  that  there 
is  any  thing  faife  in  revelation,   but  that  we  have 
miftaken  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  infpired  writer  j 
that  the  truth,  which  we  think  oppofite  to  revelation 
is  only  cppofite  to  that  fenfe,  which  we  ourfelves  afc; 
to  it.    Thus  we  are   frequently  deceived,  and  yet 
more  frequently  in  thinking  that  a  manifeft  truth, 
in  which  there  is  a  latent  fallacy,    which  our  rea foil 
cannot  detect    Truths  revealed  by  God  are  not  fub- 
je$r  to  the  examination  of  human  reafon  ;  the  proper 
ufe  of  reafon  is  to  inquire  whether  the  proportion  pro- 
pofed  he  revealed  by  God  or  not ;  or  whether  it  be 
propofed  in  the  fenfe  intended  by  the  infpired  writer  j 
but  to  inquire  whether  a  proportion  revealed  by  God 
be  true  or  falfe  is  a  ftretch  of  impudence,  which  no 
term  in  language  can  exprefs. 

There  are  in  the  fcriptures  many  truths  revealed^ 
which,  though  in  appearance  wkhin  the  fphere  of 
human  reafon,  have  not  been  difcovered  by  reafon  in 
its  degraded  (late  :  the  unity  of  God,  his  immenfity, 
many  of  the  divine  perfections,  which  the  ch/iftian 
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philofopher,  previoufly  inftru&ed  by  revelation,  de*, 
monftrates  on  found  principles  of  reafon  without  re- 
courfe  to  religion.  We  do  not  find  that  the  moft 
intelligent  amongft  the  Heathens  had  a  diftinct  idea^ 
of  thele  perfections  :  their  language  is  always  obfcure*. 
and  ambiguous, on  the  fubject,  and  interfperfed  with, 
ridiculous  errors. 

The  clemency  of  God,  and  his  vigilant  attention  to 
the  perfection  of  his  creatures,  is  manifeft  in  the  rela- 
tion of  thele  very  truths*,  which  reafon,  unailifted  by 
a  iupericr  light,  might,  perhaps,  with  great  exertions, 
difcover,  and  making  them  objects  of  faith  ;  thus, 
at  once  removing  every  (hade  of  error,  and  iilufion,  to 
which  human,  reafon  is  fubject  in  the  inveftigation  of 
truth.  If  truth  were  attainable  but  by  demonftration, 
many  elfential  truths, or  to  fpeak  correctly,  all  truths, 
which  have  for  their  object  thd- divine  nature,  or  its 
perfections,  would  remain  in  total  ohfcurity  amongft 
the  unlearned,  who  compofe  an  incalculable  majority 
of  the  human  fpecies  :  they  do  not  underftand  the 
force  of  demcnftration,  and  even  amongft  the 
learned,  the  is  truths  would  remain  in  a  ftate  of 
uncertainty  ;  however  intelligent,  and  even  unpre- 
judiced they  may  be  fuppofed,  from  the  limitation, 
of  the  human  underftanding,  and  the  venatility. 
of  the  imagination,  there  is  a  character  of  un- 
certainty kifeparably  annexed  to  it.  A  made  of  error 
Is  latent  in  whatever  is  inveftigated  by  human  reafon. 
Probable,  or  fophiilica!  reafon?,  are  rniftaken  for  de- 
monftration, and  erroneous  concluftons  fet  vh  oppofi  - 
tipn  to  fun  pie  truth. 

The  irreconcilable  differences-  and  altercations  of 
the  Heathen  philofophers,  and  their  defendants  the 
modern  fquad,  not  only  on  abitrufc,  and  difficult 
queftions,  but  on  lirft  principles  and  intuitive  truth;  ,, 
iufEciently  j unify  the  observation. 
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if  reafon  acting  within  its  own  fphere,be  an  uncer* 
tain  guide  in  abftrufe  inquiries,  it  muft  of  necellity 
mi  Head,  if  it  tranfgrefles  the  bounds,  which  God 
and  nature  have  prefcribed.  However  in  referring 
us  to  proper  authority  it  feldom  m i Heads  :  thus  rea- 
ion  tells  us,  that  we  mud  confult  witneffes  to  be  af- 
iured  of  the  truth  of  facts  ;  in  like  manner  it  hand* 
us  to  revelation  for  truths,  which  God  only  knows, 
and  makes  known.  Thefe  divine  perfections,  which 
tranfcend  human  reafon,  the  origin  of  the  world,  the 
creation  of  man, his  primitive  deftination,  tranigreffion 
and  punifhment,  the  incarnation  of  the  divine  wifdom 
for  his  reconciliation,  an  event  fo  remote  from  man's 
ideas,  fo  far  tranfcending  his  thoughts,  that  it  never 
could  have  entered  into  his  imagination,  the  divinity 
of  which  is  rnanifeft  on  the  expofition  ;  thefe,  arfd 
many  other  truths,  intimately  connected  with  our  be- 
ing, on  which  our  happinefs  eiTentially  depend,  are 
not  fubjects  of  metaphyfical  difquilition  :  they  are 
facts,  and  known,  as  all  facts  are,  by  teftimony  :  in 
the  fcriptures  we  have  the  teftimony  of  God,  an  &n« 
ening  authority;  to  it  reafon  mud  refer  us. 

The  writers  of  the  New  Teftarrient  are  Matthew, 
Mark,  Luke,  John,  Paul,  Peter,  James  and  Jude. 
There  is  a  difference  in  their  ftyle,  but  a  perfect  co- 
incidence in  the  principal  facts,  which  they  relate, 
and  in  all 'the  maxims  of  religion  and  morality, 
which  they  inculcate.  The  rage  of  modern  fcepti  - 
cifm,  which  '  fubftitutes  fufpicions  and  furmifes  to 
proof,  fufpecte,  or  pretends  to  fufpecf,  that  they  were 
not  the  authors  of  the  books  afcribed  to  them. 
This  furrnife  is  refuted  by  contempt.  The  works  of 
Caefar,  of  Curtius,  of  Terence,  of  Plautus,  are  be- 
lieved authentic,  without  a  contradiction,  we  do 
not  difpute  the  works  of  Collins,  cf  Tindal,  of 
Prieftley,  of  Price,  and  to  defcend  to  the  mod  ignorant 
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of  fcurrilous  fcribblers,  wc  leave  Tom  Paine  in  peace- 
able poffcffion  of  his  Age  of  Reason. 

The  Heathen  writers  again  ft  Chriftianity  admitted 
the  books  to  have  been  written  by  the  Evangelifts, 
and  Apoftles,  to  whom  they  areafcribed,  nor  did 
they  deny  abfolutrly  the  miracles  related  in  them  ? 
they  endeavoured  to  elude  the  force  of  ChriiVs  mi- 
racles, by  afcribing  them  to  magic. 

u  Celfus,"  fays  Origen,  Lib.  2,  No.  48,  "  now 
very  often,  becaufe  he  could  not  deny  the  miracles 
which  it  is  written  that  Chrift  performed,  calumni- 
ates them  as  the. effect  of  magical  delufionSj  we  have 
often  times  fhewn  the  contrary,  now  he  afks  us  why 
we judge  him  to  be  God,  and  he  imputes  to  us  this 
anfwer  ;  becaufe  he  cured  the  lame  and  blind,  td 
this  adds,  and  becaufe,  as  you  faf ,  he  raifed  the 
dead.  That  the  lame  and  the  blind  were  cured  by 
jefus,  that  hence  we  believe  him  Son  of  God  is  ma- 
mien:  from  this, that  it  is  written  in  the  prophecies: 
6i  then  the  eyes  of  the  blind  fhall  be  opened,  and  the 
ears  of  the  deaf  £hall  hear,  and  the  hme  mall  bound 
like  the  roe,"  Ifa.  x£xv,  5. 

Julian,  the  apoftate,  as  cited  by  St.  Cyril,  Lib. 
io,  in  prim,  fays  t  "  neither  Paul  dared  to  call  that 
jefus,  God,  nor  Matthew,  nor  Luke,  nor  Mark  ;  but 
the  good  man  John,  when  he  difcovered  that  a  great 
multitude,  in  moft  cities  of  Greece  and  Italy,  were 
catched  with  that  difeafe,  and  heard,  I  think  privately, 
it  is  true  ;  but  yet  he  heard  thac  the  monuments  of 
Peter  and  Paul  were  worfhipped,  firft  dared  to  afiert 
it."— That  is,  John  firft  dared  to  fay  that  Jefus  was 
God.  The  apoftate,  like  our  modern  fophifts,  contra- 
dicts himfelf :  for  if  numbers  were  taken  with  that 
difeafe,  as  he  calls  it,  in  moft  cities  of  Greece  and  Italy, 
before  John  wrote,  he  could  not  have  been  the  firft 
to  avow  it, 
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From  Celfus  and  Julian,  the  moll  ♦irreconcileabte 
enemies  of  the  chriftian  name,  we  learn  that  the  pri- 
mitive chriftians  believed  Chrift  to  be  God,  and  that 
a  religious  refpect  was  paid  to  the  relics  of  the  faints. 
No  heathen  ever  denied  the  Gofpels  to  have  been 
written  by  the  Evangelifts,  or  that  they  were 
thought  divinely  infpired,  by  Chriftians.  The  firft 
apologifts  of  chriftianity  cited  them  inceffantly  with- 
out a  contradiction  ;  cotemporary  writers  cite  the 
Gofpels,  and  afcribe  them  to  the  Evangelifts  ;  Cle- 
ment, in  his  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  ;  Polycarp,  in 
his  letter  to  the  Phiiippians  ;  Ignatius,  in  his  feven 
epiftles,  which  are  confeftedly  genuine  ;  Papias,  as 
cited  by  Eufebius. 

St.  Irenaeus,  in  his  third  book  againft  hereftes, 
fays  :  w  Matthew,  amongft  the  Hebrews,  wrote  the 
Gofpel  in  their  language,  when  Peter  and  Paul 
preached  at  Rome,  and  founded  the  Church.  After 
their  departure,  Mark,  who  was  Peter's  difcipie,  and 
interpreter,  delivered  to  us  in  writing,  what  was 
taught  by  Peter.  Luke,  who  was  Paul's  difcipie, 
wrote  the  Gofpel  which  was  preached  by  him,  and 
John,  the  difcipie  of  the  Lord,  who  had  leaned  oa 
his  breaft,  wrote  the  Gofpei  at  Ephefus,  in  Alia. 

There  were  Gofpels  fuppofed  by  impoftors,  whilft 
fomc  of  the  Apoftles  were  yet  living,  but  they  wen* 
immediately  rejeeled  as  fpurious.  An  iropolltion  was 
impoflible,  becaule  the  autographs  of  the  Evangelifts 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  Churches,  which  they  had 
formed,  and  attefted  copies  in  the  hands  of  all  other 
Churches. 

Thqimmenfe  number  of  authentic  copies,  and  the 
care  with  which  they  were  preferred  by  the  Church, 
at  ail  times,  mews  the  impofllbilky  of  Tuppofition  or 
interpolation,  in  every  age  of  the  Church  fince  its 
firft  eftablifhment.    On  this  principle  Irenrcus  fays  : 
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"  we  know  the  difpofition  of  falvatiOR  but  through 
thofe,  by  whom  the  Gofpel  came  to  us,"  and  Cle- 
ment, of  Alexandria,  Lib.  3,  Stro,  fpeaking  of  fome 
pretended  Gofpel  of  the  Egyptians,  fays  ;  "  firft  we 
have  not  this  faying  in  the  four  Gofpels,  which  are 
transmitted  to  us,  but  in  that  which  is  according  to 
the  Egyptians." 

Tertullian,  writing  againft  Marcion,  who  admitted 
but  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke,  fays.  Lib.  4,  Cap.  5  : 
the  fame  authority  of  the  Apoftolical  Churches 
authenticates  the  other  Gofpels  ;  "  it  is  by  them,  and 
through  them,  that  we  have  the  Gofpels,  that  is  of 
John,  of  Matthew,  that  of  Mark  is  faid  to  be  of 
Peter,  whofe  interpreter  he  was  ;  that  digefted  by 
Luke,  is  ufually  afcribed  to  Paul."  And  in  the  26th 
chapter  of  his  Prefcriptions,  he  fays  that  the  auto- 
graphs of  the  Apoftles  were  yet  in  the  hands  of  the 
Apoftolical  Churches  :  "  Pafs  through  the  Apofto* 
tick!  Churches  where  the  Sees  of  the  Apoftles  hold  a 
Prefidency  in  their  places,  where  their  authentic 
letters  are  yet  recited,  founding  their  voice,  and  re- 
prefenting  the  face  of  each  of  them.  If  Achaia  be 
near,  you  have  Phillippi,  you  have  Theflalonica.  If 
you  go  to  Ada,  you  have  Ephefus,  if  to  Italy,  you 
have  Rome." 

Origen,  as  cited  by  Eufebius,  Lib.  6°,  Hid. 
Eccl.  cap.  25,  fays  :  "From  tradition  I  have  received 
four  Gofpels,  which  are  admitted  by  the  univerfal 
church  without  a  con  t  rove  rfy—- the  firft  was  written 
by  Matthew,  formerly  a  publican,  and  afterwards  an 
Apoftle  of  Jefus  Chrift;  who  wrote  it  in  Hebrew,  and 
publiihed  it  to  the  Jews  converted  to  the  faith  ;  the 
fecund  is  that  of  Mark,  who  wrote  as  Peter  had  preach- 
ed :  and,  for  that  reafon,  Peterr  in  his  catholic  epiftle, 
acknowledges  him  as  his  fon  :  6  The  Church  elect  of 
God,  which  is  in  Babylon,  falutes  you,  and  my  fon 
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Mark  the  third  Gofpcl  is  that  of  Luke,  recommen- 
ded by  St.  Paul,  and  written  for  the  Gentiles  j  the 
hit  is  that  of  John." 

And  in  his  firft  homily,  on  St.  Luke,  he  fays,  "  that 
as  there  were  fome  falfe  prophets  amongft  the  Jews, 
fo  there  were  fome  pretended  prophets  amongft 
Chriftians."  "  Many,"  fays  he,  "  endeavoured  to 
write  Gofpels,  but  were  not  all  received  ;  that  you 
may  know  that,  not  only  four  Gofpels,  but  many 
have  been  written,  from  which  the  four,  which  we 
have,  were  felecled  and  delivered  to  the  Church/' 
Attend  to  St.  Luke's,  preface,  which  is  thus  Ha- 
ted :  "  fmce  many  endeavoured  to  order  a  narration 

,  as  he  fays  *  endeavoured/  it  contains. a  latent 

accufation  againft  thefe,  who  undertook  to  write  a, 
Gofpei  without  a  grace  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  Mat. 
thew,  Mark,  John  and  Luke,  did  not  endeavour  to 
write,  but,  full  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  they  wrote  the 
Gofpels.  Many,  therefore,  endeavoured  to  form  a 
Jiarration  of  thefe  things.  The  Church  has  four 
Gofpels,  herefy  has  many,  of  thefe,  one  is  according 
to  the  Egyptians,  another  according  to  the  twelve 
Apofties.  Baiilides  dared  to  write  a  Gofpei,  and  en- 
title it  with  his  own  name.  Many  endeavoured  to 
write,  and  many  endeavoured  to  form  a  narration, 
but  four  Gofpels  are  approved. " 

Eufebius,  in  the  third  book  of  his  Eccleliaftical 
Hiftory,  Ch.  24th,  fays  :  "  of  all  the  Difciples  of  the 
Lord,  Matthew  and  John  alone  left  us  written  com- 
mentaries. Ic  is  faid  that  they  were  impelled  to  write 
by  fome  neceffity  :  for  when  Matthew  had  firftpreached 
the  faith  to  the  Hebrews,  and  was  prepared  to  go 
from  thence  to  other  nations,  he  wrote  his  Gofpei 
in  his  country  language,  to  fupply  by  that  inftru- 
rnent,  which  he  left,  what  feemed  wanting  to  his 
prefence.    After  this,  when  Mark  and  Luke  had 
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written  their  Gofpels  feparately,  it  is  faid,  that  Joh% 
who  had  hitherto  preached  by  word  only,  betook 
himfelf  to  write.  The  three  former  Gofpels  he  is 
faid  to  have  approved  and  confirmed  by  his  telH- 
iriony." 

The  hiftorian  afiigns  the  reafbn,  which  induced 
'John  to  write  his  Gofpei.  k  is  perfectly  confifter^t 
with  the  author.  He  only  relates  fome  events, 
which  they  omitted,  and  omits  fome,  which  they 
related. 

The  Acts  of  the  Apoftles  were  written  by  St. 
Luke  :  they  areaddrefTed  to  Theophilus,  as  was  the 
Gofpei,  and  by  the  fame  writer,  and  are  of  equal 
authority.  They  are  cited  by  all  early  writers.  St. 
Auftin,  in  his  Treatife  on  St.  John,  fays  "  that 
canonical  book  is  to  be  read  in  the  Church  every 
year.5* 

Our  fceptics  complain  of  the  flyle  of  the  evangelifts  $ 
that  they  did  not  obferve  the  fame  order  in  their  nar- 
ration ;  that  they  cite  paffages  from  the  old  teftament 
which  are  not  to  be  found  ;  thus  Matthew  fays,  ii, 
23,  "That  might  be  fulfilled  what  was  faid  by  the 
prophets,  that  he  would  be  called  a  Nazarean  and, 
xxvii,  9,  he  cites  a  paflage  from  Jeremy,  which  was 
written  by  Zachary.  They  add,  that  the  falutations, 
and  fome  exhortations,  in  the  epiftles,  do  not  favour 
of  the  gravity  of  an  infpired  writer  ;  for  in  fiance, 
Paul  defires  Timothy  to  bring  him  a  fhort  coat,  Inme 
books  and  papers ;  they  find  other  caujis  of  fufpicion, 
which  the  writer  palfes  unnoticed,  as  he  finds  them 
impertinent,  tedious,  irkfome,  and  beneath  the  notice 
of  a  ferious  man. 

It  has  been  already  obferved  that  the  evangelifts 
did  not  write  for  the  amufcmenfc  of  fceptics,  but  for 
the  inftruclion  of  chi  illians  :  their  ftylc  is  commenfu- 
rate,  and  perfectly  well  adapted  to  their  purpofe ;  if 
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the  order  of  time  benegle&ed  in  their  narration,  it  is 
becaufe  it  was  not  neceffary  to  fubftantiate  the  facts 
which  they  relate,  in  thcfe  the  coincidence  is  exact. 

Matthew  correctly  cited  the  prophets  :  for  the 
Meffias  is  called  heizer,  that  is  a  Nazarean,  by  Ifaias, 
xi,  i.  Or  if  Nazarean  be  underftood  to  fignify  a 
perfon  feparated  and  confecrated  to  God,  as  was  Sam- 
fbn,  to  whofe  mother  the  Angel  fa.id,  that  he  would 
be  "  hazer  Elohim"  confecrated;  to  God  Chrift  was 
fo  called  by  all  the  prophets. 

The  paffage  cited  by  Matthew  is  neither  in  Zichary 
or  Jeremy — part  of  the  paffage  is  in  one*  and  part  in 
the  other — the  evangelift  united  them,  citing  the  fenfe 
not  the  found,  as  all  good  interpreters  do.  Thus. 
Mark  began  his  Gofpel  citing  from  the  prophet  Ifaias,, 
what  is  written  partly  by  him  and  partly  by  Mala- 
thias  ;  though  it  is  extremely  probable  that  the 
ivhcle  paffage  as  cited  by  Matthew  was  formerly  in 
the  prophecy  of  Jeremy,  but  omitted,  as  were  many 
other  things,  through  the  neglect  of  copyifts. 

It  was  not  inconfiftent  with  the  gravity  of  the 
apoftles  to  falute  the  perfons,  to  whom  their  letters 
were  addreffed,  or  others  whofe  fpiritual  welfare  they 
fincereiy  derred  ;  an  immediate  infpiration  to  every 
word  in  fcripture  was  not  neceffary  ;  a  fpecial  afliftance 
to  prevent  error  in  thefe  things,  which  the  apoftles 
knew  on  theteftimony  of  their  fenfes,  was  fully  fuf- 
ficient. 

The  filence  of  heathen  writers  is  the  lad  refuge  of 
our  fciolifts.  The  caufe  is  defperate  which  feeks  pro- 
teclion  from  a  filent  witnefs.  The  apologies  for 
chriftianity  are  yet  in  our  hands,  from  thefe  we  know 
with  what  virulent  animofity  the  heathen  philofo- 
phers  perfecuted  the  chriftian  name  ;  if  the  facls  ftated 
by  the  chriftian  writers  had  not  been  incontroverti- 
ble, their  adverfaries,  poffeffed  cf  every  means  of  in- 
formation, 
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formation,  would  have  detected  the  fhadcw  of  impo- 
fition,  and  undeceived  the  world,  their  filent  acqui- 
escence is  equivalent  to  a  formal  avowal. 

Chalcidius,  in  his  commentaries  on  the  time  of 
Plato,  fpeaks  of  the  ftar  which  appeared  to  the 
wife  men  of  Chaldea,  and  of  their  journey  to  Jeru- 
falern  ;  and  Macrobius,  in  the  lecond  book  of  his 
Saturnalia,  fays  :  "  that  when  Auguftus  heard  that 
amongft  the  childrea  under  two  years  old,  whom 
Herod  king  of  the  Jews  in  Syria,  ordered  to  be  maf- 
facred,  was  one  of  his  own  fons,  he  faid,  it  was  better 
to  be  Herod's  hog  than  his  fon."  Macrobius  re- 
lates this  anecdote,  as  he  does  many  others,  from  the 
works  of  Heathen  writers,  extant  ia. his  tiros,  which, 
li a ve  fi n ce  been  1  o ft. 

Theeclipfe,  which  happened  at  the  death  of  Chrift, 
in  dired  oppofition  to  the  eftablifhed  order,  as  it 
was  at  the  full  moon,  when  an  ecHpfe  of  the  fun  is. 
naturally  impoffible^  is  thus  defcribed  by  Phlegon  in 
the  13th  book  of  hi&  Chronicles,  or  Olympiads  ; 
"on  the  fourth  year  of  the  202  Olympiad  was  a. 
x*ery  great  eclipfe,  furpaflmg  all  which  have  happen- 
ed the  day  at  thefixth.hour  was  turned  into  night, 
the  flars  were  feen  in  the  heavens,  an  earthquake 
threw  down  many  houfes  in  Nke,  a  city  of  Bithy- 
rda.M  The  fame  is  repeated  in  the  Chronicle  of 
Eufebius  and  St.  Jerom. 

Exceptions  have  been .  taken  againfr  the  ted i mo- 
nies of  thefe  Heathen  writers,  by  Anti-Chriftian  So- 
phifls  of  modern  times.  Thefe  exceptions  have 
been  difcuffed  and  elucidated  by  men  of  fctence,  their 
futility,  and  thevanky  of  their  inventors^  expofed  to 
the  contempt  of-  the  learned  world  :  as  they  are 
only  intended  to  divert  the  attention  of  the  unin- 
formed, from  the  more  glaring  abfurdities  of  our 
Epicureans,  and  to  introduce  obfcurity  in  a  fubject, 

which 
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'which  is  totally  independent  of  the  'testimony  of 
credulous  Heathens,  or  incredulous  -Sophifts,  the 
writer  panes  them  unnoticed. 

Againft  Tertuilian's  appeal  to  the  public  records  no 
exception  can  lie:  "at  the  fame  inftant,"  faid  he, 
Ap.  Ch.  i,  No.  6,  whilft  the  fun  marked  the  mid  ft 
of  its  orbit,  the  day  was  withdrawn  .....  This 
«vent,f  mundi  cqfum J  youhave  in  the  public  archives. 

Origen,  in  his  fecond  book  againft  Celfus,  No.  83, 
fays  :  "  of  the  eciipfe,  which  happened  under  Tibe- 
rius Csefar,  in  whofe  reign  it  is  certain  that  Chrift 
was  crucified,  and  of  the  commotion,  by  which  the 
earth  was  fhook,  I  think  Phlegon  makes  mention  in 
the  1 3th  or  1 4th  bock  of  his  Chronicles. " 

Lu*ian,  the  martyr,  a  man  weliverfed  in  hiffory, 
facred  and  profane,  told  his  Judges  with  confidence  : 
"  confult  your  annals,  and  you  will  find  that  in  Pi- 
late's time,  when  Chrift  fuffered,  the  fun  fled  at 
mid-day,  and  the  day  was  interrupted/'  See  Ruf* 
Lib.  9,  Cap.  6°,  Hift.  Eccl 

ThefacT  was  indifpu  table,  known  to  the  world,  to 
friends  and  enemies,  hence  the  apologifts  of  ChrifB- 
anity  inceffantly  appealed  to  it,  and  without  a  con- 
tradiction.. 

We  know  that  Chrift  foretold  that  his  difciples 
would  beexpofed  to  fufferings,  and  we  know  from 
Heathen  writers,  that  this  prediction  was  literally 
verified  :  Suetomus,  in  the  life  of  Claudius,  Ch.  15  ; 
Tacitus,  in  his  annals,  book  15;  Pliny,  the  younger, 
in  the  10th  book  of  his  epiftles,  Ch,  94,  defcribe,  in 
part,  the  fufferings  of  Chriftians :  if  they  had  not, 
the  perfecutions  are  of  fuch  notoriety  that  even 
iUheiftical  effrontery  does  not  difputethem. 

The  teftimony  of  thefe  heathen  philofophers,  who 
embraced  the  chriftian  faith,  were  its  apologia.,  and 
its  victims,  is  unexceptionable  -  men  of  fenfe  2nd  fd- 
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ence,  who  renounce  pleasures  and  honors  to  profefs  d 
religion,  which  promifes  its  votaries  nothing  but  fuf- 
ferings  and  death  in  this  world,  muft  have  irrefiftible 
evidence  of  its  truth. 

Quadratus,  a  philofopher  converted  by  the  Apoftles* 
efteemed  and  honored  by  the  heathens  as  an  ornament 
to  the  city  of  Athens,  in  the  apoiogy  which  he  offered 
to  the  Roman  Emperor  Adrien,  {hews  the  difference 
between  the  miracles  of  Chiift,  and  the  delufions  of 
magicians  :  "  the  miracles  of  our  Saviour,"  laid  he, 
M  were  permanent,  becaufe  they  were  real  and  true— 
the  fick  healed,  and  the  dead  railed,  did  not  only  ap- 
pear reinftated,  but  continued  fo,  and  that  not  only 
whilft  (Thrift  remained  on  earth,  but  long  after  he 
had  retired,  fo  that  feme  of  them  came  down  to  our 
times*"  See  Eufeb.  Ecc.  Hift,  Lib.  4,  Cap.  3  ;  and  St. 
Jerom,  in  Cato.  19,  and  Ep.  84. 

Ariftides,  a  platonic  philofopher,  prefented  an  a- 
pology  to  the  fame  Emperor.  It  was  extant  in  St. 
Jerom's  time  and  thought  by  him  a  mader-pieee  of 
eL  quence  and  erudition. 

Theophilus,  a  man  deeply  verfed  in  all  the  fcience 
cf  the  heathen  philofophers,  and  in  their  different 
fy  Items  of  mythology,  as  appears  from  his  books  to 
Autolycus,  yet  extant,  vindicating  the  chtiflian  religi- 
on from  the  calumnious  invectives  of  his  heathen 
friend,  fays :  "Do  not  be  incredulous,  1  did  not  believe 
the  refurrecHon  of  the  dead  formerly,  but  now  I  do, 
lince  lhave  more  attentively  confidered  the  fubject, 
after  falling  on  the  writings  of  the  Holy  Frophets, 
who  foretold  things  now  pafi  as  they  have  happened, 
things  now  prefent,  as  they  do  happen,  and  future 
events  in  the  fame  order  as  they  will  happen."  See 
B.  1,  No.  14. 

Athenngora?.  alfo  an  Athenian  philofopher,  wrote 
a  daence  of  the  lefurrection  of  the  dead,  a  folid  and 
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methodical  work  in  it  he  folves  all  the  difficulties 
which  have  been  dated  againft  that  article  of  doctrine 
fo  mortifying  to  the  fons  of  pleafure,  fo  terrible  to 
our  epicurean  fceptics  and  fciolifts. 

It  is  {rated  againft  the  authority  of  St.  Luke,  that 
the  enrolment  of  the  people  of  the  Roman  Empire, 
which  he  mentions  to  have  been  ordered  by  Auguftus, 
is  not  noticed  by  any  heathen  writer  in  the  life  of  that 
Prince ;  nor  does  it  appear  that  Cyrinus  was  then 
Prefident  of  Svria  :  to  this  the  writer  replies,  that 
whether  noticed  by  heathen  writers  or  net,  which 
he  leaves  to  hiftorians  and  chronologifts  to  difcufs,  it 
is  not  the  lefs  true  that  this  enrolment  was  made  by 
Cyrinus,  who  wab,  whether  then,  before  or  after,  is 
ufelefs  to  inquire,  Prefident  of  Syria :  for  Jofephus 
fays:  Ant.  Lib.  1 8,  Cap.  1,  No.  1,   "In  the  mean. 

time,  Cyrirms,  one  of  the  Roman  fenators,  

came  into  Syria  with  a  few  foldiers,  fent  by  Csefar 
to  do  juftice  to  the  people,  and  alfo  that  an  enrol- 
ment of  their  poileffions  mould  be  made  .  .  .  though 
the  Jews  at  firft  could  not  bear  the  name  of  enrol- 
ment,  with  patience,  they,  by  little  and  little,  ceafed 
to  give  it  any  oppofition."    If  it  be  true,  as  fome 
modern  chronologifts,  who  agree  in  nothing  but  the 
phrenzy  of  contradicting  antiquity,  pretend,  chat 
Cyrinus  was  not  yet  appointed  Governor,  hem uft 
have  been  fent  by  an  extraordinary  commiflion,  and 
it  is  uuqueftionably  true,  that  he  was  Prefident  of 
Syria,  and  dead  fome  time  before  St.  Luke  wrote 
his  Gofpel.  The  Evangelift  did,  therefore,  with  great 
propriety,  call  him  Prefident.    All  writers  defignate 
a  man  by  his  moft  honorable  title. 

If  St.  Luke  had  been  an  impoftor,  he  muft  have 
been  fenfelefs  to  publifh  a  fuppofed  event  of  fuch  a 
public  nature,  that  the  impofition  muft  have  been 
immediately  detected,  nor   would  the  Jews  have 
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omitted  it.  We  find  even  Julian,  {he  apoftate,  ac- 
knowledge it  *  "  that  Jefus,  fays  he,  whom  you 
preach  was  one  of  Csefar's  fubjeCts,  if  you  do  not 
believe  this,  I  will  demonftrate  it  ;  you  fay  that  he 
and  his  father  and  mother  were  enroled  under 
Cyrinus."  See  Cyril,  Lib.  6°. 

The  divine  original  of  the  fcriptures  eftablifhed  be- 
yond the  poflibiUty  of  a  doubt,  renders  the  Atheift, 
the  Deift,  the  Sceptic,  in  a  word,  the  whole  tribe  of 
modern  antLchriftians,  inexcu fable. 

Whether  they  have  been  transmitted,  entire  or 
interpolated  ;  whether  fome  entire  books  or  parts  of 
books  have  been  fuppoied  or  not,  is  a  qudlion  which 
is  not  to  be  difcufled  with  the  Atheift  or  the  Deifl  :• 
for  if  it  be  true  that  any  one  book,  or  any  one  verfe 
of  a  book,  be  divinely  infpired  ;  or  that  any  one 
miracle  has  been  wrought  to  authenticate  revelation-, 
the  Atheift  and  Deift  are  defencelefs. 

To  pretend  that  all  the  Scriptures  have  been  lo£\ 
or  interpolated,  through  the  neglect  or  malice  of 
man,  is  to  deny  a  Providence,  and  turn  Atheift : 
however  great  the  malice  of  man,  or  criminal  his 
neglect,  it  can  neither  counteract  the  views  of  provi- 
dence, nor  render  its  cares  ineffectual.  To  thefe  cares 
the  world  was  not  more  fubjecl:  when  God,  in  his 
mercy,  enlightened  it  by  a  revelation  of  his  divine 
will  than  fince.  The  meafures  immediately  adopted 
for  the  prefervation  of  the  fcriptures,  and  fince  pur- 
fued,  rendered  a  material  lofs,  or  interpolation,  im- 
pcflible:  They  were  entrufted  to  a  priefthood  divinely 
inftituted,  to  men  of  fenfe,  of  fcience  and  influence, 
who  were  officially  obliged  to  ftudy  them,  and  ex- 
plain them  to  the  people  at  large,  in  whole  hands 
were,  number lefs  copies.  This  priefthood,  though 
confined  to  one  tribe  in  the  old  law,  is,  in  the  new 
law,  com  po  fed  of  men  of  fcience  promifcuoufly  taken 

from 
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from  all  the  different  tongues  and  nations  of  the* 
world.  Thefe,  immediately  on  the  eftablifhment  of 
chriftianity,  poffeffed  the  fcriptures,  and  continue  to 
poffefs  them,  in  the  original  languages,  and  \n  their 
different  verfi  oris.  They  are  officially  obliged  to  pre- 
vent interpolations  or  fuppoiitions .  ;  it  any  fuch  be 
attempted,  either  through  the  malice  of  impoftors, 
or  the  neglect  of  tranferibers,  it  is  immediately  de- 
tected ;  its  difagreement  with  authentic  copies  proves 
it  fpurious,  and  itisofcourfe  rejected. 

Many  facts  and  circumftances,  interesting  at  the 
time  of  their  infertion,  have  long  fince  ceafed  to 
Intereft  the  world  ;  thefe  cannot  be  confidered  ob- 
jects of  providential  protection,  which  does  not  ex- 
tend to  things  abfolutely  ufeiefs  :  it  protects  the  fiy 
while  it  exHts,  but  not  its  memory.  Such  objects 
do  not  claim  a  Uriel  attention  in  tranferibers:  the 
names  of  perfons,  of  towns,  of  birds,  ofbeafls,  of 
fifties,  and  many  other  things,  which  do  not  at  all 
intereft  us,  may  be  fubjecl  to  alterations.  The  fitni- 
larity  ef  fome  letters  of  the  Hebrew  alphabet,  in 
which  a  difference  is  icarcely  difcemable,  mult  have 
caufed  fome  changes,  more  particularly,  in  numbers 
expreffed  by  thefe  letters*  Thefc  being  matters  of 
indifference  eaiily  efcape  notice.  In  different  verfions 
a  difference  is  unavoidable,  from  the  nature  of  the 
Hebrew  language,  which  has  no  vowels  *•  the  maf- 
ibrctic  points  arc  of  late  invention,  ilfiixing  differ- 
ent points  to  the  fame  confonants,  muft  give  a  differ- 
ent fenfe.  It  is  a  peculiarity  of  this  language,  and  its 
derivatives,  that  :>e  fame  fentence  conveys  many 
literal  fenfes  equally  true,  and  perhaps  equally  in- 
tended by  the  writer.  But  leading  facts,  fpeculative 
doctrines,  and  moral  maxims,  are  at  all  times  equally 
interelting,  the,  objects  of  a  protecting  providence, 
commanding  the  attention  of  tranferibers  and  reader^ 
and  are  invariably  the  fame.  '  The 
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The  creation  of  the  world,  the  prevarication  of 
Adam,  the  deluge,  the  vocation  of  Abraham,  the 
legation  of  Mofes,  the  miraculous  paflagc  through  the 
Red  Sea,  the  iuftitution  of  the  Levitical  priefthood  ; 
the  birth,  miniftry,  miracles,  the  death,  refurre&ion, 
and  afcenfion  of  jefus  Chrift,  the  great  maxims  of 
his  morality,  the  defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  the 
million  of  the  apoftles,  their  fucccfs  in  eftablifhing 
chriftianity  according  toChrift's  promife.  Thefe,  and 
many  ether  fads,  are  defcribed  in  the  fame  manner  in 
originals,  verfions,  tranferipts,  in  a  word  in  all  lan- 
guages, to  make  any  alteration  in  thefe  is  not,  nor 
was  not,  at  any  time,  within  the  range  of  human 
power. 

The  writer  here  difmifles  the  Atheift,  the  Deift,  the 
modern  Sciolifr.,  the  whole  fquad  of  Anti-Chriftian 
fcribblers  from  his  mind  and  his  paper,  without  even 
a  diftant  hope  of  their  converfion.  "The  fool  faid  in 
his  heart  there  is  no  God."  This  language  was 
fpoken  in  David's  time  ;  the  fool  continues  to  fpeak 
the  fame  language  ftill,  and  will  whilft  the  world  con- 
tinues. All  reafoning  is  loft  on  the  wretch  whom 
God  defpifes  ;  "  fpeak  not,  fays  the  wife  man,  in 
the  ears  of  fools,  they  will  defpife  the  inftru&ion," 

Pro.  %xm>  9. 
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EJtai  gar  kairos  bte  tes  ugiainotues  didafkaTtas  ouk  anexontai.  Alia  kata  tas 
tpithum'tas  tas  idias,  eautois  episoreufoufi  didajkalous  knethomemi  ten  akouenf* 
and.  Tim.  iv.  3. 

For  there  will  he  a  time  when  they  will  not  endure  found  doclrine,  but 
according  to  their  fenfual  defires  will  heap  to  themfelves  teachers  witk 
itching  ears. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


JN  excufe  for  |fae  notice,  which  the  writer  has  been  induced  to  take  of  a 
compilation  deferving  of  none,  he  offers  the  reafons  afligned  by  St.  Jerom, 
in  his  work  againft  Helvidius  :  <5  I  was  preffed,  fays  Jerom,  by  the  brethren 
to  make  a  reply  to  a  Pamphlet  by  a  certain  Helvidius.  I  delayed  for  fome  time> 
not  that  it  was  difficult  to  refute,  a  meer  country  clown,  who  fcarcely  know9 
the  firft  rudiments  of  literature,  but  I  feared  left  by  making  a  reply  that  fcribbler 
might  appear  deferving  of  notice.  I  alfo  feared  left  a  turbulent  fellow,  who  is 
in  the  whole  world,  alone  both  prieft  and  layman,  and  who  thinks  clamour  elo- 
quence; and  to  calumniate  all  others  proof  of  a  good  confcience,  finding  a  fubjeet  of 
dif pute  would  begin  to  blafpheme,  and  from  his  derated  place  would  pafs  fenrence 
on  the  world  ;  I  had  alfo  to  fear  for  myfelf  from  his  fcurrilocs  invectives  ;  though 
thefe  were  juft  reafons  of  pafling  his  pamphlet  in  filence,  a  more  cogent  reafon 
has  forced  a  reply,  that  is,  to  prevent  the  irnpreffions  which  his  frenzy  may 
make  thefe  reafons  which  juftified  a  reply  to  Helvidius  will  juftify  this  work  ; 
in  k  there  are  fome  ftriclures  intentionally  fevere  in  order  to  cure,  if  poflible, 
jial  uch  of  abufing  papifts,  with  which  the  author  of  Popery  Condemned  is  tor- 
mented,  as  phyficians  try  the  efficacy  of  a  doubtful  medicine  on  a  worthlefs  fub- 
9:,  or  to  fpeak  their  language faciunt  experimentum  fuper  mle  caput,  if  they  have 
aot  the  defired  effect  on  him,  they  may  on  others. 


A PAMPHLET  of  uncommon  bulk,  entitled,  Popery 
condemned  by  Scripture  and  the  Fathers^  has  been 
lately  imported  from  Edinburgh,  whether  the  offspring 
of  fancy  there,  or  the  genuine  foetus  of  the  fuppofed 
Author's  imagination  here,  is  ufelefs  to  inquire  :  Men'? 
opinions,  not  their  names,  are  the  proper  fubje&s  of 
difcuffion.  The  frontifpieee  is  embellifhed  with  a  quo- 
tation from  Shakefpear,  a  father  of  irreliftible  authority 
on  the  Stage,  to  him  fucceeds  Hudibras,  the  Idol  of  in- 
dependants,  and  in  the  cpurfe  o(  the  work  d'Alembert, 
of  atheiftical  memory.  Popery  is  an  univerfal  theme  x 
"  the  abufe  of  Popery,  fays  a  late  Writer,  is  that  happy 
incident,  which  illumines  the  evidences  of  the  Hiftorian, 
gives  energy  to  the  eloquence  of  the  Rhetorician,  adorns 
effays,  travels,  geographies,  poems,  pamphlets  and 
romances  5  it  gives  wit  to  dulnefs,  fenfe  to  nonfenfe, 
truth  to  lies ;  and,  what  is  its  main  advantage,  (fuch  is 
the  public  tafle)  it  enfures  praife*  credit,  and,  better 
far  than  either,  .....  money  to  the  hero,  who  em- 
ploys it  moft  profufely."  How  many  ranting  enthu- 
fiafts,  from  John  Bunyan,  down  to  the  author  of 
Popery  Condemned,  would  have  defcended  to  the 
ihades  unknown,  and  unlamented,  if  zeal  for  the  de- 
ftruc"Uon  of  Popery  had  not  given  celebrity  to  their 
names  ?  How  many  enlightened  prophets,  fince  Martin 
of  paradoxical  memory's  days,  have  not  only  foretold, 
but  precifely  determined,  the  time  of  the  downfall  of 
Popery  ?  How  many  apoftolical  pedlars,  pipers,  coolers, 
&c.  have  pioufly  raifed  their  paftoral  voices  againit  the 
abominations  of  Popery  ?  Yet,  ftrange  to  tell,  Popery 
fubfifts  undiminished  and  unchanged.  Why  thisinfuper- 
able  obftinacy  in  Papifts?  Tiiey  reply,  that  all  this  abufe? 
which  is  lavifhed  on  Popery,  all  this  noify  nonfenfe,  all 
thefe  wild  declamations  againft  its  corruptions,  are  le- 
velled againft  a  phantom,  which  exifts  but  in  the  artifices! 
of  deception  and  intereft,or  in  the  iUufion  of  prejudice 
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and  (implicity.  The  enthufiaft,  whofe  rcfllefs  mind  is 
always  in  fearch  of  fome  new  object,  fees,  within  his 
difturbed  imagination,  a  hideous  figure,  which  he  calls 
Popery,  this  figure  his  fancy  clothes,  and  on  it  he  vents 
his  fpleen.  Infereft  pretend*  to  believe,  fimpllcity  or  pre- 
judice believes  him  infallible.  Though  Papifts  have  not 
employed  him  to  compofe  their  creed,  nor  do  they  take 
his  fancy  foW  rule  of  faith,  he  whines  mod  pireoufly 
if  they  refufe  to  acknowledge  this  popery,  of  his  inven- 
tion, to  be  the  ftandard  of  their  belief  :  thefe  ridiculous 
efforts  to  perfuade  them  that  what  they  do  not  believe 
is  a  part  of  their  creed,  excite  only  a  fmile  of  contempt, 
or  an  emotion  of  pity.  When  they  hear  a  teacher  in 
one  of  the  modern  fchools  boldly  -a&rt  that  fornication  is 
author  i fed  by  the  Church  of  Rome,*  and  that  difpenfations  ar6 
granted  to  commit  the  hafeft  of  crimes^  they  conclude  with- 
out hefitation  that  he  is  grofsly  deceived,  or  that  he  in- 
tentionally and  malicioufly  deceives  ;  if  deceived,  they 
lament  his  folly  ;  if  a  deceiver  they  defpife  his  maHce  : 
whether  deceived  or  a  deceiver  he  lofes  all  credit,  and 
racks  his  imagination  in  vain  for  reafons  to  juftify  what 
the  moft  ignorant  Papift  knows  to  be  a  notorious  falfe- 
hood. 

This  Reverend  Paftor  of  fome  Church,  its  "defcnptive 
title  he  himfelf,  perhaps,  may  know,  as  it  is  of  the  la- 
teft  date,  neweft  tafie,  and  fin  ell  polifh,  it  is  rather  un- 
fortunate that  it  is  not  univerfaily  known,  l*;s,  in  the 
truefpirit  of  new  modelled  charity,  given  fome  wholefome 
cqftigation  to  an  anonymous  writer,  who  publifhed  Re- 
marks on  Doctor  Stanfer's  Examination  of  the  Reverend 
Edmund  Burke's  Letter  of  Inftruction,  This  caftigati- 
on  confifts  of  ftrictures  inceffantly  made  on  the  vanity 
and  ignorance  of  that  writer.  To  which  he  modefily 
replies  :  that  an  accufation  of  vanity  is  feldom  brought 
a  £  run  ft  an  anonymous  writer.  Other  motives  may  be 
afFigned  ;  but  vanity  can  have  no  fhare  in  an  anony- 
mous work.    To  this  he  adds  that,  if  to  a  rahpfody 
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cornpofed  of  fragments  collected  from  different  authors, 
as  judicioufly  afforted  as  the  borrowed  feathers  on 
JEfup's  crow,  interfperfed  with  coarfe  invectives,  and 
thus  fwelled  into  a  volume,  he  had  fet  his  name*  and 
informed  the  world  by  an  advertifement  in  a  public 
gazette,  his  vanity  would  have  been  a  fit  fubject  of  far- 
caftic  ridicule.  As  to  his  ignorance,  he  has  been  re- 
peatedly told  of  it  by  all  thefe  Reverend  Gentlemen,  who 
have  condefcended  to  honor  him  with  their  anirnadver- 
fions  ;  he  knows  it ;  he  acknowledges  it  ;  it  is  his  mif- 
fortune,  not  his  fault.  He  naturally  expected  informs 
tion  from  the  extraordinary  talents,  and  profound  erudi- 
tion of  thefe  Reverend  Gentlemen  y  but  has  yet  to  la- 
ment a  cruel  difappointment  ;  even  the  tranfcendental 
genius  of  the  author  of  Popery  Condemned,  and  the 
refulgence  of  his  wit  have  not  difpelled  the  clouda  ;  from 
fome  unlucky  defect  in  his  underftanding,  or  native 
dulnefs  of  apprehenfion,  no  doubt,  he  fancies  that  he 
fees  in  that  wonderful  performance,  Popery  Condemned,  » 
but  a  thick  veil  of  artifice,  concealing  an  unbounded 
fund  of  ignorance,  fome  ridiculous  attempts  at  wit, 
and  vain  efforts,  not  to  invalidate  clofe  reafoning  by 
argument,  but  to  divert  the  attention  of  his  readers 
from  the  fubjecl  under  difcu [lion  to  the  immorality  of 
Popes  and  Monks  of  whom  he  fecms  to  know  nothing,- 
or  to  the  exceffes  of  the  catholic  clergy,  of  whom,  per- 
haps, he  does  not  know  an  individual.  His  powers  of 
divination  are  avtonifhingly  great :  from  them  he  has 
learnt,  that  the  writer  thinks  the  vileft  calumnies  lauda- 
ble when  they  tend  to  fupport  the,  Popifh  fyftem.* 
This  fpiritof  divination  at  times  deceives  weak  mortals  :  A 
it  has  doubly  deceived  our  pious  cafttgator  :  it  has  in- 
duced him  to  act  literally  on  the  principle,  which  he 
faiiely  andinjudkipufly  afcribes  to  the  writer:  as  proof 
of  his  affertion  the  caftigator  quotes  from  Mr.  Burke's 
Letter  of  Instruction  this  paffage  :  "  I  pafs  in  lllence 
other  party  writers  not  lefs  virulent  than  he,  (Sir  Richard 
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Mufgrave)  holding  it  unfair  and  inconfiftent  with  the] 
morality  of  the  gofpel  to  traduce  before  the  public  any; 
man,  much  more  fo,  any  body  of  men,  but  in  the  cafe 
of  felf  defence."    To  this  paflage  the  caftigator  pretends 
to  affix  a  fenfe  which  was  not  intended  by  Mr.  Burke5 
and  which  the  paflage  cannot  bear.    The  firft  and  moft 
genuine  fenfe  of  the  verb  fraduce,  is  to  cenfure,  if  we  be- 
lieve Johnfon,  that,  in  that  fenfe,  and  no  other,  it  muft 
be  underftood,  is  manifeft  from  the  fubjecl  matter,  and 
context.    Mr.  Burke  afligns  the  reafon  why  he  fo  fe- 
yerely  cenfures  Sir  Richard  Mufgrave's  compilation,  not 
why  he  calumniates  the  man  :  the  fuppofition  is  ridicu- 
'  lous,  and  the  imputation  as  foul  a  calumny  as  any  one 
pf  the  many,  which  ornament  Popery  Condemned.  That 
Mr.  Burke's  cenfure  on  Sir  Richard's  compilation  was 
neither  inconfiderate,  nor  undeferved,  the  writer  has 
fliewn  to  demonftration  in  his  reply  to  Doctor  Cochran's 
fifth  letter :  fee  Review,  p.  1 13  . 1 . .  . ,  If  the  caftigator 
had  read  that  reply,  which  he  pretends  to  refute,  he 
would  have  feen  the  epithets,  applied  to  his  favourite 
Luther,  juftified  by  unqueftionable  facts.    The  write^ 
prefumes  to  advife  him  to  read  the  work,  which  he  may 
be  tempted  to  refute  in  future,  if  the  author  be  living, 
and  not  wholly  to  confide  in  hisfpirit  of  divination,  both 
for  the  contents  of  the  work,  and  the  refutation  of  it. 
Our  Caftigator  appeals  to  Erafmus,  who  fays  :  "  that 
Luther  had  two  faults  :  he  touched  the  Monks  bellies, 
and  the  Pope's  crown     but  he  has  forgotten  to  inform 
his  readers  that  there  were  feveral  ftages  in  Luther's  life  : 
that  he  gradually  afcended  from  the  obfcurity  of  the  Au- 
guftinian  convent  to  the  refplendent  throne  of  Patriarch, 
or  Pope,  of  the  new  modelled  church.    His  firft  effay, 
whilft  yet  a  Monk  in  his  frock  and  fandals,  was  againft 
abufes,  which  did  exift,  if  there  be  truth  in  hiftory  ;  and 
of  the  exiftence  of  which,  the  pretended  reformation  is 
itfelf  the  moft  decifive  evidence.    Againft  them  abufes 
others  declaimed  as  well  as  Luther,  far  more  vehemently 
than  Erafmus  himfelf.    If  Luther  had  confined  his  ftric- 
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tures  to  the  exifting  abufes,  however  fever c  they  might 
have  appeared  to  difpafiionate,  and  unprejudiced  men, 
or  even  extraordinary  in  a  fimpie  Monk,  whofe  duty 
it  was  to  correct  himfelf,  and  leave  the  correction  of 
others  to  their  lawful  fuperiors,  he  would  have  retained 
a  {hare  in  Erafmus's  efteem. 

This  reforming  Patriarch,  knowing  how  great  an  ac-  . 
quifition  a  man  fo  univerfally  efteemed  as  Erafmus  would 
have  been  to  his  party,  if  it  were  poflible  to  (educe  him, 
directed  Melancton  to  write  to  him,  on  the  fubjecl:. 
This  letter  produced  no  effect  Luther  then  wrote  him- 
felf an  epiftle  full  of  the  molt  fulfome  flattery.  Erafmus 
politely  replied  in  his  letter,  yet  extant  :  he  gave  Luther 
fome  prudent  and  charitable  admonition  ;  never  to 
fpeak  in  the  pulpit  againft  the  perfons  or  powers  of  Popes 
or  Princes,  but  folely  againft  thofe,  who  abufe  their  con- 
fidence ;  to  fay  nothing  with  arrogance,  or  the  fpirit  of* 
party  ;  not  to  permit  himfelf  to  be  fwayed  by  anger, 
hatred,  vain  glory,  or  any  other  paflion,  though  he 
might  conceal  it  under  the  ma  Ik  of  piety,  which  would 
only  make  the  matter  worfe.*  He  knew  the  man  though 
he  had  not  feen  him  ;  but  when  he  faw  Luther  difregard 
all  reftraihts,  and  tranfgrefs  the  bounds  of  public  decen- 
cy, he  changed  his  opinion  and  his  language.  In  a  letter 
to  Melancton,  he  fays  of  Luther  :  8i  what  fliocks  me  is, 
that  in  every  thing  which  he  undertakes  to  fupport,  he 
goes  to  extremities,  even  to  excefs  ;  if  he  be  admoniflied, 
fo  far  from  moderating  himfelf,  he  goes  yet  farther.  He 
feems  to  have  no  defign  but  to  pafs  to  yet  greater  excef- 
fes.  I  know  his  humour  by  his  writings  as  well  as  if  I 
lived  with  him.  He  is  a  fiery  impetuous  man.  You  feein 
him  an  Achilles,  whofe  rage  is  invincible."  Melancton 
himfelf,  though  Luther's  greateft  admirer,  made  heavy 
complaints  of  hisdifciples — in  a  letter  to  Erafmus  he  fays : 
"  there  are  fome  amongft  them,  who  have  forgotten  hu- 
mility and  religion,  who  excite  troubles  by  their  feditious 
preaching,  who  obferve  none  of  the  rules  of  civil  life, 

who 
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who  only  endeavour  to  eftablifh  their  own  tyranny"  .  . . 
To  this  Erafmus  replies :  that,  Luther  inverts  all  order, 
pretending  to  correct  abufes  he  caufes  yet  greater  evils, 
by  exciting  commotions  and  fedition.  "  Is  it",  fays  he, 
"  confiftent  with  chriftian  piety  to  preach  to  the  people 
that  the  Pope  is  Anti-Chrift  ;  that  Bifhops  and  PrielU 
are  but  (hadows,  that  human  conftitutions  are  hcrqfies  ; 
that  confeffion  is  a  peftilence  ;  that   to  fpeak  of  good 
works,  of  merits  or  efforts,  is  to  be  an  heretic,  to  affert 
that  there  is  no  free  will,  that  all  things  happen  by  un- 
avoidable neceflity  ;  that  it  is  no  matter  of  what  nature 
our  works  be."  Finally,  concludes  Erafmus,  66  the  gofpei 
formerly  made  men  better,  this  new  gofpei  only  ferv?s 
to  corrupt  them."*  Luther's  doctrine,  fubverfive  of  order 
and  deftructive  of  morality,  Erafmus  refutes  in  a  Latin 
work,  entitled,  Diatribe  de  liber o  arbitrio  contra  Lut her um 
or  a  difertation  on  free  will  againft  Luther.    In  this  work 
Erafmus  {hews,  in  a  mafterly  manner  both  from  reafon 
and  revelation,  that  man  is  poffeifed  of  free  will,  how- 
ever weakened  by  the  fin  of  Adam,;  he-  replies  to  all 
Luther's  objections,  and  demonftrates  that  all  the  paf- 
fagesin  Scripture,  which  eftabliuh  the  necedity  of  divine 
grace,  prove  the  exiftence  of  free  will,  becaufe  they  fup- 
pofethat  grace  ftrengthens  the  will,  aflifts  the  will,  and 
acts  with  the  will,  whence  it  follows  of  all  neceflity  that 
the  will  itfelf  muft  act.    This  work,  though  a  perempf 
tory  refutation  of  Luther's,  new  doctrines,  was  difregard- 
ed  by  him  whilft  it  was  confined  to  the  Latin  Edition, 
becaufe  the  Germans  whom  he  and  his  emiffaries  had 
feduced  by  flattering  thefr  paflions  did  not  underftand 
that  language,   but  when  tmfer  and  Cocbley  had  tran- 
flated  it  into  the  German  Language,   his  indignation 
knew  no  bounds.    The  very  name  of  Erafmus  was  ter- 
rible to  him  ;  and  to  fupport  fome  ridiculous  errors  a- 
gainfr.  a  man  fo  far  his  fup.erior,  writing  in  defence  of 
truth,  was  a  talk  which  alarmed  even  Luther's  effron- 
tery.   However,  fomething  -  muff  be  done.    Me  reluc- 
tantly 
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tantly  undertakes  it  ;  but  in  terms  fo  unnieafiired,  and 
in  a  ftyle  fo  envenomed,  that  Me lan don  faid  :  "  would 
to  God  Luther  had  been  filent,  I  thought  age  would 
have  made  him  moderate,  but  I  fee  that  he  grows  mor£ 
violent  every  day Erafmus  piqued  at  the  torrent  of 
unexpected  and  undeferved  abufe  which  was  laviftied 
on  him,  immediately  replied  in  two  books,  which  he 
entitled  *  Hyper -afpiftes*  the  proie'6lor\  cm*-  a  defence  of  the 
differtation.    In  his  reply  he  reproaches  Luther  with 

•  having^iHed  his  pretended  refutation  with  ufelels  tales, 
common  places,  fophifms,  coarfe  language,  figures  im- 
properly applied  and  advanced  without  fhame.  It  feems 
to  have  ferved  as  a  model  to  our  caftigator.  *  I  am  fur- 

k    prifed"  fays  Erafmus  to  Luther,    that  you  confine  your- 
felf  to  my  treatife,  which  contains  nothing  but  what  is 

•  moderate,  whilft  you  have  fo  many  enemies,  who  fall  on 
j '   you  and  fpare  you  much  lefs  than  I-  have  done.  Near 

you,  is  Emfei%  and  far  from  you  is  Cochley,  in  England 
a  bifhop,  who  overwhelms  you  with  volumes,  in  France 
(flichtoveus,  and  Langelius  in  Italy  :  there  are  fome  of 
your  own  feci,  who  give  you  exercife  enough  :  a  Tfuinglius 
who  combats  your  opinion  on  the  Eucharift,  a  Capiton9 
on  Pccolompadius,  &c.  is  it  not  aftonifning  that  you  ob- 
ferve  a  profound  lilence  with  refpecl  to  them  all,  and  fix 
on  me  to  the  Defence  of  the  Differtation,  Luther  made 
no  reply.  In  his  pretended  refutation  of  the  dhTcrtation 
he  had  advanced  the  moil:  horrid  and  difgufting  blaC- 
phemy  :  that  God  is  the  author  of  all  crimes  ;  that  free" 
will  is  a  vain  title  ;  that  God  effecls  in  us  evil  as  well  as 
good  ;  that  the  great  perfection  of  faith  is  to  believe  that 
God  is  juft  though  he  makes  us  damnable  by  his  abfolute- 
will  ^  that  he  feems  to  take  a  pleafurc  in  the  torments 
of  the  unhappy  ;  God,  faid  he,  pieafes  you  when  he 
crowns  the  unworthy,  he  ought  not  to  difpleafe  you 
when  he  damns  the  innocent :  fee  Review^  pT  130  ..... 

Erafmus's  avcrfion  to  Luther,  and  his  gofpellers,  en- 
creafed  in  proportion  as  he  remarked  the  progrefs  of  the 
feci,  and  the  devaluation,  which  ft  caufed  2  *«  this  new* 
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gofpel,"  faid  he,  in  a  letter  to  a  phyfician,  "  has  produced 
a  new  fort  of  people,  obftinate,  impudent,  hypocrites, 
calumniators,  liars,  deceivers,  who  do  not  agree  amongft 
themfelves,  and  are  troublefome  to  others,  feditious,  fu- 
rious, full  of  chicane,  they  difpleafe  me  fo  that  if  I  knew 
a  town,  in  which  there  is  not  one  of  them,  t  would  fix 
my  dwelling  there."  Of  the  many  able  writers,  who, 
at  that  unlucky  period,  oppofed  the  intrufion  of  Luther's 
errors,  and  expofed  the  abfurdity  of  his  paradoxes,  for 
opinions  they  cannot  be  called,  fe*w,  if  any,  more  effectu- 
ally checked  their  progrefs  than  Erafmus,  whom 
our  caftigator  cites  as  one  of  the  fathers  for  the  con- 
demnation of  Popery.  But  Erafmus  faid  that  Lu- 
ther had  two  faults  :  that  he  touched  the  Monks* 
tellies,  and  the  Pope's  crown.  True,  but  Luther  had 
only  commenced  his  career,  firafmus  was  undeceived, 
and  we  have  feen  what  lie  thought  of  that  furious 
Monk's  wild  declamation  againft  Popes  and  Princes. 
Let  us  how  difcufs  his  ftricture  on  the  Monks'  bellies. 
It  is  ftrictly  true,  as  Erafmus  remarks,  that  Luther's  firrt 
preaching  did  alarm  the  Monks  ;  but  our  caftigator, 
whofe  memory  deceives  him  at  times,  as  well  as  his 
fpirit  of  divination,  has  forgotten  to  inform  his  readers 
that  thefe  Monks,  who  were  alarmed  at  Luther's  preach- 
ing, were  yet  Monks,  or  rather  Epicureans  under  the 
cowl  of  Monks,  fubjeel  to  certain  rules  and  reftraints, 
which  they  ought  to  obferve,  but  did  not.  The  idea 
of  a  reformation  to  fuch  men  miift  be  alarming,  it  was" 
particularly  fo  at  that  time  as  their  diforders  and  ex- 
ceffes  were  public,  ofFenllve,  and  even  difgufting,  and  ti 
reformation  of  courfe  was  loudly  called  for  ;  but  a  refor- 
mation of  conduct  and  morals,  a  reformation  of  excefTes 
and  intemperance,  a  reformation  of  diflipation  and 
fenfualiiy,  was  the  reformation  expected  by  all  pious 
chriftians  ;  a  reformation,  which  would  have  re-eftablifli- 
ed  order,  and  difcipline,  and  would  have  enforced  the 
obfei  vance  of  monaftlc  rules  and  regulations.  It  is  not 
furprmng  that  the  firft  rumour  of  fuch  a  reformation 
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Should  alarm  thefc  epicurean  Monks;  but  when  thejr 
found  that  Luther's  reformation  was  as  oppofite  to  this 
as  darknefs  is  to  light ;  that  it  confifted  in  a  releafe  from 
all  civil  and  religious  reftraints  ;  that  it  cancelled  all 
vows,  promifes  and  obligations  ;  that  it  extinguiftied 
every  idea  of  felf-denial  or  mortification ;  that  it  fup- 
prefTed  all  fafts  and  abftinenees,  all  rules  and  regulations, 
and  confequently  enabled  its  profeffors  to  gratify  the 
cravings  of  the  belly  to  their  utmoft  extent,  thefe  Monks 
were  amongft  the  firft  to  embrace  it ;  they  became  not 
only  his  profelytes  but  his  moft  zealous  affiftants  in  the 
glorious  work  of  reforming.  Hence  in  many  parts  of 
Germany,  where  the  diforders  were  greateft,  and  ig- 
norance moft  profound,  We  find  convents  and  mo- 
naftcries  almoft  inftantaneoufly  depopulated,  and  thefe 
licentious  Monks  becoming  the  firft  Paftors  of  all  the 
reformed  churches  in  Germany. 

If  our  caftigator  be  a  Paftor  of  any  of  thefe  churches, 
whatever  its  defcriptive  title  be,  he  muft  date  from  one 
of  thefe  Monks,  whofe  bellies  were  alarmed  by  Luther's 
firft  preaching  ;  and,  whatever  reluctance  he  may  feel* 
he  muft  acknowledge  him  for  his  anceftor  :  Becaufe 
the  fact  is  incontrovertible  :  the  firft  Paftors  of  the 
reformed  churches  did  not  fall  from  the  clouds,  nor 
grow  like  mufhroomSj  they  were  the  Pricfts  and  Monks 
then  in  being,  who  abjured  the  faith,  which  they 
had  profefTed  until  that  unlucky  period,  and  embraced 
the  reformed  faith.  Of  all  hiftorical  fads  there  is  not 
one  more  certain  than  this.  It  is  known  to  every  man 
who  reads  the  biftory  of  our  times.  Burnet  informs 
us,  that,  when  the  Commiflioners,  in  1559,  made  a  re- 
port of  the  fuccefs  of  their  vifitation  to  Queen  Elizabeth, 
the  whole  kingdom  had  received  the  orders  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  the  Queen's  Pajloral  Injlruftions,  with  due 
fubmiffion  ;  that  though  there  were  9,400  benefices  in 
England,  they  all  embraced  the  reformation,  with  the 
exception  of  14  bifhops,  6  deans,  12  archdeacons,  15 
principals  of  colleges,  50  canons,  and  80  vicars.    In  the 
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fpace  of  about  thirty  years  thefe  men  had  changed  their  reli- 
gion four  feveral  times,  in  obedience  to  the  injun&ions 
of  their  kings  and  queens,.  Such  were  the  firft  Paftors  of 
the  reformed  churches  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  if 
they  were  guilty  of  the  exceffes  and  cruelties  with  which 
this  caftigator  charges  them,  which,  bv  ihe  bye  the 
writer  does  not  believe,  it  is  not  dishonorable  to 
catholics,  who  difclaim  them,  but  to  proteftants,  who 
muft  acknowledge  them  for  their  anceftors. 

The  writer,  in  his  remarks  on  DoclorStanfer's  Exami- 
nation, had  fpoken  irreverently  of  Cromwell,  Henry  the 
Eighth's  vicar  general ;  he  had  even  prefumed  to  cenfure 
that  worthy  nobleman  feverely.    This  has  inflamed  the 
caftigator's  bile  beyond  its  ulual  pitch  ;  but  has  he  for- 
gotten, or  did  he  ever  know,  that  the  fintifli  parliament 
fligmatifed  that  vile  fycophant  with  the  molt  opprobrious 
epithet  in  the  Englifh  language  :  a  traitor  to  the  State  f 
and  as  fuch  condemned  him  to  lofe  his  head  ?  He  feems 
to  know  nothing  of  the  man's  hiilory.    The  writer  gives 
a  (ketch  of  it  in  a  few  words  :  lie  was  born  in  Pulteney, 
bound  apprentice  to  a  fhearman,  fled  from  his  matter, 
enlifted  a  private  foldier,  fo  ignorant  that  he  never  ob- 
tained the  rank  of  corporal,  was  in  the  ranks  when  the 
Duke  of  Bourbon  traitoroufly  ttormed  Rome,  in  1527, 
fhared  in  the  maffacre  and  the  barbarities  committed  ori 
that  memorable  occafion,  a  recital  of  which  chills  the 
blood  ;  they  difgrace  the  annals  of  mankind  ;  he  return- 
ed to  England,  engaged  as  a  menial  fervant  in  Woolfey's 
family  j  infinuated  hirnfelf  into  the  good  graces  of  that 
intriguing  prelate  ;  was  recommended  to  Henry  VIII. 
ferved  him  in  his  pleafures  ;  by  the  influence  of  Anne 
Boulen  was  raifed  to  the  dignity  of  Baron  of  Oakham^ 
Earl  of  Oxford,  prime  minifter  in  ftate  affairs,  and  vicar- 
general  in  fpirkuals  ;  in  that  quality  he  prefided  over  the 
Englim.  clergy  ;  fubferibed,  and  pretended  to  believe,  all 
the  articles  of  Henry's  creed,  though  he  fecretly  pro- 
feffed  the  doctrines  of  Zuinglius  ;  he  advifed  the  fup- 
•   preflion  of  monaflcries,  and  the  fale  of  church  lands  at  a 
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low  rate,  to  engage  the  nobility  and  gentry  in  the  {up- 
port  of  Henry's  fupremacy  ;  in  conjunction,  with  Cran- 
mer,  who,  like  Cromwell,  publicly  profeffed,  and  fwore 
to  the  truth  of  Henry's  articles,  which  he  probably  dif- 
believed  ;  he  had  views  for  the  advancement  ot  the  re- 
formation. It  is  true,  Cranmer  was  more  interefted* 
becaufe  he  was  obliged  not  only  to  conceal  his  faith  but 
his  wife.  Cromwell  knowing  that  Henry  refufed  no- 
thing to  a  wife  whilft  fhe  managed  tocommand  his  affec- 
tions, thought  Anne  ofCieves  well  qualified  to  advance 
his  views;  but, unfortunately  for  him,  Henry  transferred 
his  affections  to  Catharine  Howard  ;  employed  Cranmer, 
a  ready  inftrument  on  fuch  occasions,  to  annul  his  mar- 
riage with  Anne  of  Cleves  ;  turned  his  indignation  a- 
gainft  Cromwell,  who  advifed  the  marriage  ;  foon  found 
means  of  difpoling  of  that  favourite  :  it  was  fufpected 
that  he  fecretly  encouraged  the  new  preachers  againft 
the  fix  articles  of  Henry's  fabrication  ;  fome  indifcrcet 
expreffions  againft  the  King  were  reported,  an  order 
iffued,  parliament  convened,  condemned  him  as  a  trait- 
or to  the  fbte.  It  was  remarked  that  he  was  condemn- 
ed unheard,  in  conformity  with  the  advice  which  he  had 
given  to  condemn  the  accufed  without  a  hearing. 
Thus  periflied  our  caftigator's  worthy  nobleman.*  The* 
writer  bees  leave  to  affurc  him,  that  to  ferve  the  in- 
trigues of-a  Woolfey,  a  Cranmer  or  an  Anne  Boulen  ;  to 
minifter  to  the  pleafuresor  the  rapacity  of  an  Henry  the 
eighth,  is  a  fort  of  merit  of  which  he  is  riot  ambitious, 
that  nature  has  not  bleffed  him  with  the  duplicity,  the 
pliability  of  confeience,  the  cringing  fervility  which  fa 
eminently  diftinguifh  this  worthy  nobleman.  He  neither 
expects  applaufe,  nor  fears  animadverfion  for  fuch  mer- 
it ;  he  has  the  honor  to  date  his  pedigree  from  honeft 
men,  whofacriiiced  not  only  their  poffeflions,  bu  t,  their 
hopes  in  this  world,  in  defence  of  what  they  believed  to 
be  truth,  the  only  inheritance  which  they  have  left  him, 
for  which  he  mo  ft  fincerely  thanks  them. 

The 
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The  writer  in  his  remarksonDr.  Stanfer'sExam.  Gated 
fa&scolle&ed  from  Proteftant  writers,  and  related  in  their 
own  words.  See  Rem.  p.  8.  ...  .  Tbefe  ourcaftigator, 
modeftly  enough  calls  calumnies,  without  even  an  attempt 
to  invalidate  or  elude  the  force  of  the  authorities,  which 
fubftantiate  them.  Immediately  after  he  tells  us,  that 
there  are  "  many  Romifh  clergymen  who  deplore  the 
general  depravity  of  that  church,  and  abominate  the  feL 
fifh  fpirit  of  their  brethren."  A  material  queftion  pre- 
fents  itfelf :  how  does  he  know  it  ?  The  man,  in  all  ap- 
pearance, does  not  know  an  individual  of  that  imrnenfe 
body  of  men,  confiding  of  forae  millions,  fpread  over 
the  chriftian  world, 'whom  he  thus  afperfes  in  bulk.  The 
Romifh  clergy  do  not  fay  that  the  minifters  of  the 
reformed  churches  are  depraved.  Why  fo?  Becaufe  they 
do  not  know  it.  They  do  not  confult  the  fpirit  of  divi- 
nation, the  cafligator's  inftructor  ;  they  know  it  to  be  a 
fpirit  of  illufion,  a  lying  fpirit,  and  difregard  its  fuggefli- 
ons.  He  even  condefcends  to  admit  that  there  are 
"  fome  of  the  Romilh  clergy  who  cherifh  a  high  efteem 
for  the  fcriptures.*'  Does  he  know  any  one  of  them 
who  does  not  ?  Such  a  clergyman  would  be  a  phenome* 
non  as  rare  as  thePhoenix  of  the  Ancients.  Their  refpeft 
and  reverence  for  the  fcriptures  is  fuch,  that  they  will 
not  permit  every  pedant,  who  under ftands  a  few  words 
of  Greek  and  Hebrew,  to  tranflate  them  according  to 
his  own  fancy  ;  nor  will  they  permit  either  enthufiafts, 
or  impoflors,  to  affix  to  them  a  fenfe  of  their  own  in- 
vention, as  our  cafligator  has  done,  more  than  once,  in 
his  pretended  re&tation  :  doling  the  work  he  gives  a 
remarkable  inftance  of  his  ingenuity  in  forcing  the 
fcriptures  to  fpeak  his  own  language.  **'  What  agree- 
ment hath  the  temple  o£  God  with  images  "  in  the  text* 
with  idols,  meta  eidtloan.  Again  :  "  Little  children  keep 
yourfelves  /rem  images  /"  in  the  text,  from  idolu  Apo 
ton  eidolon.  The  Greek  word  eikbn,  fignifies  an  image 
from  eik  I  am  like,  the  term  eidolon,  fignifies  an  idol,  from 
e\dos  a  form.    This  every  man  knows  who  knows  any 
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thing  of  that  language  :  theinfpiw  writers;  fpeaking  of 
images,  invariably  exprefs  th^m  by  me  dl£F  rent  inflexi- 
ons of  Akon  :  Thus  Matt.  xxii.  20.  whofe  image  is  this? 
twos  e  eikbnaufe  .  ,  .  ift  Cor.  xi.  7 — for  the  man  ought 
not  to  cover  his  head,  being  the  image  and  glory  of 
God.  Eikon  kai  doxa-  If,  in  compliance  to  the  caftiga- 
tor,  the  apoftie  had  iubftituted  eldo  on  to  eikon,  he  would 
have  made  man  the  idol  of  GoJP  The  writer  does  not 
remember  to  have  feen  fo  impudent  a  perverfinn  of  the 
fcriptures,  manifeftly  intended  to  miflead  the  ignorant. 
Catholics  have  a  fixed  ftandard  :  the  fcriprures  depofited 
in  the  hands  of  the  firft  pallors  of  the  church,  by  the 
apoflles,  and  from  them  defcending  in  regular  fucc^ffion 
to  the  paftors  of  the  prefent  day,  not  the  fcnptures  re- 
formed, and  refitted  b^y  every  enthuiiaft,  or  impoftor,  to 
his  own  opinions,  which  he  gives  to  his  deluded  follow- 
ers as  the  pure  Word  of  God. 

From  the  title  page  of  popery  Condemned,  a  refutation, 
or  fomething  like  a  refutation  of  the  writer's  Rcmarfo 
on  Dcclor  Stanfer's  Examination,  Sec.  might  be  expect- 
ed, but  the  caftigator  found  it  more  convenient  to 
overlook  the  errors  and  falfe  hoods  contained  in  them^  and 
direct  the  attention  of  his  readers  to  the  leading  points  of  de- 
bate between  protejlunts  and  papifis  *  Why  not  tell  his 
readers  that  thefe  errors  and  falfehoods  are  harmlefs  ?  Or, 
that  a  ferious  refutation  of  errors  and  falfehoods  which 
have  all  the  appearance  of  truth,  and  are  fupported  by 
a  train  of  conciufive  reafoning,  is  an  alarming  ta(k  to 
any  man,  an  infuperable  difficulty  to  a  man,  who  has 
not  ftudied  dialectics?  That  a  few  tales  of  Popes  and 
Monks,  refembling  thefe  of  Robin&m  Crufoe,  and  zi 
well  authenticated,  are  more  amufing,  and  as  much  to 
his  purpofe  ?  It  is  true  papifts  difregard  thefe  tales  ;  they 
tell  him,  that  fuch  tales,  fo  far  from  being  leading  points 
of  debate  between  protcftants  and  papifts,  are  not  points 
of  debate  at  all ;  that  their  truth  or  falfehood  is  perfect- 
ly indifferent  ;  that  to  amufe  his  readers  with  fuch 

tales 

*Pre.  p.  4. 


talcs  is  a  pitiful  fubterfuge,  which  mews  that  he  has  m> 
folid  reafon  to  offer,  either  in  defence  of  his  own  opi- 
nions, or  in  oppofitipn  to  the  doctrine,  which,  he  pre- 
tends to  refute. 

After  a  preface  of  nine  or  ten  pages,  in  which  he 
profufely  lavifhes  his  modeft  animadverfions  on  the 
vanity,  the  ignorance,  the  calumnies,  the  errors  and  falfe- 
hoods  of  the  writer,  this  caitigatqr  proceeds  at  length  to 
difcufs  the  extr  ordinary  claims  of  the  See  of  Rome,  R  is 
rather  ominous  that  his  firfl  line  mould  contain  a  palpa- 
ble miftake  :  they  are  not  the  extraordinary  but  the  ordi- 
nary claims  of  that  See,  which  form  the  fubjecl  of  de- 
bate between  proteftants  and  papifts,  Ihe  caftigator. 
does  not  feem  to  underhand  the  flate  of  the  quefiion. 
The  writer  had  (aid,  in  his  remarks  on  Dr.  Stanfcr's  Ex^ 
amination,  that  "there  is  as  great  a  certainty  of  Peter's, 
having  been  at  Rome  as  that  he  wrote  his  firft  and  fecon4 
Epiftle."  This  gives  great  offence  to  the  caftigator.  The 
writer,  without  hefitation  repeats  the  affertion,  and  fub- 
joins  a  peremptory  reafon  :  that  Peter  was  at  Rome,  and 
that  he  wrote  his  fir  ft  and  fecond  epiftle,  are  facts,  the 
certainty  of  which  refts  on  the  fame  authority,  the  unin- 
terrupted *  tradition  of  ages  ;  the  facts  are  therefore 
equally  certain.  The  man  has  a  weak  head,  or  a  bad 
heart,  who  denies  it.  Imagination  perhaps  may  fugged 
feme  filly  reafons  to  elude  the  force  of  this  reafoning, 
but  not  one  to  difprove  it.  In  the  fame  paragraph  the  caf- 
tigator either  intentionally  miflakes,  or  grofsly  blunders  : 
"  The  certainty  of  this  fact,"  he  fays,  "  does  not,  as  the 
writer  imagines,  prove  ruinous  to  the  reformed  fyftem." 
The  writer  imagines  no  fuch  thing.  The  certainty 
of  Peter's,  having  been  at  Rome,  or  Jerufalem,  or  Antioch, 
or  elfewhere,  is  not  the  fact,  which  the  writer  Sated  as, 
ruinous  of  the  reformed  fyftem,  but  the  certainty  of  Peter's 
having  founded  his  See  at  Rime,  and  tranfmitted  his  authority, 
to  feed  Chrift's  flock  to  his  juccejfor.  See  Remarks,  p.  176. 
The  reafons  there  adduced  to  authenticate  the  fad,  are 
yet  without  a  refutation.    Idle  tales  do  not  invalidate 
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pofitive  Fads  ;  and  this  feci:  is  confefTedly  ruinous  of  the 
reformed  fyftem  :  for  if  it  be  true,  that  Peter  did  tranf- 
mit  to  his  {ucceffor,  his  authority  to  feed  Chrift's  flock, 
they  are  not  his  flock  whodifdaim  this  authority  :  un- 
der pretence  of  directing  his  reader's  attention  to  the 
leading  lubjectof  debate,  the  caftigator  introduces  a  tale 
of  Peter's  going  to  Rome  to  refift  the  juggling  tricks  of 
Simon  the  magician,  and  of  a  chair  being  reverenced 
there  on  the  1 8th  of  January,  on  which  the  labours  of 
Hercules  were  difcovered  in  1662.  it  is  doubtful,  whe- 
ther ignorance  or  artifice  be  the  more  prominent  feature 
of  this  ridiculous  talc.  The  chair  which  is  reverenced  on 
the  iSth  of  January,  is  a  feftival  in  commemoration  of 
the  foundation  of  the  Apoftolkal  See,  in  Latin  called 
*Cathedra,  which  has  no  reference  to  chairs  or  tables  ; 
there  is  another  feftival  in  commemoration  of  St.  Peter's 
chair  at  Antioch,  on  the  2 2d  of  Feb.  See  the  Roman 
calendar.  Thus  ignorance  and  artifice  combined  fpnrc 
with  the  credulity  of  a  deluded  people,  whofe  pride  is 
flattered  in  being  taught  to  believe  that  they  them- 
felves  are  the  only  competent  judges,  of  what  they  do 
not  underftand. 

In  every  age  of  the  church  there  have  been,  and  there 
yet  are  chriftians,  who  celebrate  the  anniverfary  of  their 
baptifm,  in  gratitude  to  the  divine  goodnefs  for  their 
adoption,  and  if  thele  new  modelled  chriftians  do  not, 
it  is  becaufe  they  have  wandered  fo  far  from  the  old 
path,  and  fo  deeply  bewildered  themfelves  in  the  laby- 
rinth of  fancy,  that  they  have  not  only  loft  fi^ht  of  the 
true  path  but  of  all  the  land  marks  which  diftinguifh  it. 
We  know  that  a  feftival  in  commemoration  of  St.  Pe- 
ter's chair,  or  the  exaltation  of  that  apoftle  to  the  fu- 
preme  government  of  the  Chriftian  church,  was  celebra- 
ted before  St.  Auftin's  days  :  we  have  yet  extant  a  fer- 
mon  preached  by  that  prelate  on  the  fubject,  in  which 
he  fays:  "  the  inftitution  of  this  day's  folemnity  has  re- 
ceived from  the  Ancients  the  name  of  cathedra,  or  chair ; 
becaufe  Peter,  firft  of  the  apoftles,  is  faid  this  day  to 
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have  received  the  chair  of  the  bifhopric.  Juftly  therefore 
the  churches  celebrate  the  anniverfary  ( natalem )  of  that 
feat,  which  the  apoftle  received  for  the  falvation  of 
churches,  the  Lord  faying  :  "  Thou  art  Peter,  (a  rock ) 
and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church."  The  Lord 
therefore  called  Peter  the  foundation  of  the  church,  and 
therefore  the  church  rightly  honors  (colit)  this  founda- 
tion, on  which  the  heiehth  of  the  ecclefiaftical  edifice 
rifes.*  We  have  alfo  a  fermon  of  Leo  the  Great  on  the 
fame  iubjecl:,  in  which  he  fays,  that  we  ought  to  ce- 
lebrate the  feftival  of  St  Peter's  chair,  as  joyfully  as  the 
feftival  of  his  martyrdom  ;  for  fays  he,  "  as  by  the  one 
he  was  exalted  to  a  .throne  of  glory  in  the  heavens,  fo 
by  the  other  he  was  ii  ftituted  head  of  the  church  on 
earth  "  We  have  yet  extant  four  fermons  preached  on 
the  anniverfary  of  his  acceflion,  to  the  dignity  of  the 
apoftoiical  fee,  by  this  pontiff,  in  vvhofe  days  Antkhrifc 
had  not  yet  made  his  appearance  in  Rome,  if  we  believe 
protectant  writers.  Even  the  cafligator  fixes  his  coming 
afcer  the  death  of  Gregory  the  Great,  who  was  the 
twentieth  Pope  in  fucceffion  to  Leo,  a  mo  ft  unlucky  mif- 
take,  which  has  involved  reformed  controvertifls  in 
difficulties  from  which  there  is  no  evafion.  Why  fo  ? 
Becaufe  this  pontiff,  in  his  works,  univerfally  acknow* 
ledged  genuine,  teaches  all  thefe  doctrines,  which  the 
rea  rmed  churches  rej eel,  and  pretend  to  be  the  inven- 
tions of  Antichiift  :  the  real  pretence  of  the  body  of 
Chriit  in  the  eucharift,  fee  Review,  p.  231  ;  the  public 
facrifice,and  che  benediction  of  the  Ghrifrn.(i)  In  that  let- 
ter he  complains  that  the  violence  exercifed  by  the  Eu- 
tychians  in  Alexandria,  had  interrupted  the  offering  of 
the  facrifice,  and  the  benediction  of  the  chrifm.  In  his 
letter  to  the  bifhops  of  the  province  of  Vieme,  he  ftates, 
in  ftrong  terms,  the  primacy  of  St.  Peter  and  the  authori- 
ty of  the  Roman  See  (2)  ;  that  authority  he  himfelf  ex- 
ercifed over  the  chriftian  world,  as  appears  from  his 
works.    He  frequently  recommends  himfelf  to  the  faints 
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reigning  in  Heaven,  and  exhort?  others  to  place  a  con- 
fidence in  their  interceffion  (3)  ;  he  honors  their  relics 
and  feftivals,  ibid.  He  rebuilt  the  church  of  St.  Paul, 
painted  on  the  ceiling  in  Mofaic  work  the  images  of 
Chriftund  the  twenty-four  Elders  (4).  He  placed  at  the 
fepulchres  of  the  apoftles,  guardians,  in  Latin  called 
cameiarir,  fee  Fleury,  B.  21,  cap.  16.  He  calls  the  faft 
of  the  lent  an  apoftolical  tradition,  (5).  In  a  letter 
addrefled  to  Theodore,  bifhop  of  Frejus,  on  penance,  he 
reprimands  that  prelate  for  not  applying  to  his  metro- 
politan for  inflruction  in  the  firft  place  •>  then  he  defcribes 
the  order  of  adminiftering  that  facrament,  confeffion, 
fatisfaclion,  and  reconciliation.  Penance,  he  fays,  is  by 
the  miniftry  of  the  parlors  ;  but  by  the  power  of  Jefus 
Chriit.  and  the  gift  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  This  remedy, 
he  fays,  is  for  the  living,  not  for  the  dead,  who  have 
neglected  it  :  whilft  life  continues  we  are  not  to  fet 
bounds  to  the  mercy  cf  God  :  penance,  therefore,  muft 
not  be  refused  to  finners  in  the  greateft  extremity,  who 
defire  it,  if  their  converfion  be  fincere.  This  letter  is 
dated  on  the  10th  of  June,  452,  (6).  This  facrament 
is  not  of  AntichriuVs  invention,  as  it  was  in  ufe  before 
Leo's  days,  the  impoftor  who  rejected  it  as  ufelefs  in 
1517,  was,  in  all  appearance,  one  of  his  advanced  guard. 
In  a  letter  addreffed  to  the  bifliops  of  Campania,  and 
the  two  neighbouring  provinces  of  Samniunj  and  Picen- 
urn  in  date  the  6th  of  March,  469,  Leo  reprimands 
thofe  prelates  for  obliging  fome  penitents  to  make  a  pub- 
lic confeffion  of  their  fins,  left  others  mould  be  deterred 
by  fliame,  or  the  fear  of  their  enemies,  who  might  infti- 
tute  a  criminal  action  on  their  confeffion.  It  is  enough, 
fays  he,  that  fins  be  confeffed  to  God,  and  to  a  prieft, 
in  a  fecret  manner,  (7). 

Bower,  the  reformed  Jefuit,  in  his  Lives  of  Popes,  fays 
of  Leo  :  "  he  was  without  doubt  a  man  of  extraordi- 
nary parts,  far  fuperior  to  all  who  had  governed  that 
church  before  him,  and  fcarce  equalled  by  any  fmce." 

C  Though 
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Though  Bowers's  compilation,  which  ferves  as  a  r& 
pertory  to  modern  declairners  againft  popery,  be  replete 
with  the  moft  grofs  blunders,  and  the  moft  vile  calumny, 
the  writer  knows  no  work  better  calculated  to  difabufe 
an  unprejudiced  reader  :  he  feesiri  almoft  every  line  the 
moft  envenomed  rancour  contradicting  known  truth, 
and  fhameiefsiy  advancing  falfehood  in  the  face  of  con- 
viction. 

To  Bower's  teftiaiOny  the  writer  adds  that  of  Fleury, 
who  was  not  m  >re   remarkable  for  the  feverity  of  his 
fractures  on  popes,  than  for  the  inaccuracy  of  fome  of 
his  conjectures..   The  writer  would  hot  be  Underftood  to 
accufe  Fleury  of  advancing  an  intended  falfehood.  "  His 
ftyle,"  fays  he,  fpeaking  of  the  works  of  Leo,  "  is  noble 
and  elegant,  mewing  the  folidity  of  his  judgment,  the  beau- 
ty of  his  imagination,  and  the  greatnefs  of  his  courage.* 
The  caftigator,  after  having  amufed  his  readers  with 
the  tale  of  Hercules's  chair,  though  he  feems  unwilling 
to  difpute  Peter's  having  been  at  Rome,  thinks  the  fact 
has  not  been  proved  by  the  writer  in  his  Remarks  on 
Doctor  Stanfer's  Examination.    The  direct  proof  offer* 
ed  there,  and  now  again  repeated,  is  univerfal,  uninter* 
rupted,  and  uncontradicted  tradition,  the  proof  by  which  all 
fuch  facts  arc  known,  a  proof,  which  bears  no  reply  ; 
this  the  caftigator  prudently  palfes  unnoticed,  and  pre- 
tends to  correct  a  quotation  from  Eufebius,  and  a  chro- 
nological miihke,  asjie  imagines,  with  refpect  to  Paphias. 
The  writer  begs  leave  to  inform  him,  that  the  quotati- 
ons there  adduced  are  merely  collateral  evidence,  in 
which  either  inadvertence  or  error  does  not  in  the  leaft 
affect  the  direct  proof.  If  Eufebhis  and  Paphias  had  never 
exifted,  it  would  not  be  the  lefs  true  that  Peter  was 
at  Rome,  nor  could  that  univerfal  tradition^  which 
attefts  it,  have  been  the  lefs  unqueftionable.    The  fact 
was  known  and  believed  by  millions  before  Enfebius 
was  born  $  and  on  the  faith  of  others  he  believed  it :  a 
Greek  writer  of  the  fourth  century,  who  had  never  feen 
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Peter  nor  Rome,  could  not  otherwife  have  known  it. 
Thus,  in  Nova-Scotia,  we  know,  that  a  Lewis  XIV. 
reisrned  in  France.    In  Eufebius's  days  writers  had  not 
yet  learned  to  confult  the  fpirit  of  divination  for  the  truth 
of  facts  ;  they  did  not  know  that  men,  whom  they  never 
faw,  with  whom  they  had  no  intercourse,  nor  acquaint- 
ance, were  depraved  and  corrupt.    The  writer  is  not  dif- 
pofed  to  wafte  time  and  paper  in  a  grammatical  dif- 
cuflion  of  a  Greek  phrafe,  nor  dilpute  with  dictionary, 
makers  and  fchoolmafters,  of  whom  Pope  fays  ' c  they 
mav  underftand  the  fenfe  of  one  word  but  no  more." 
However  the  quotation,  as  corrected  by  the  caftigator,  is 
of  greater  force  than  as  ftated  by  the  writer  :  in  Pspery 
Condemned  it  ftands  thus :  "  moreover  Peter  mentions 
Mark  in  his  firft  epiftle,  which,  as  they  fay,  was  written 
at  Rome  )  Peter  himfelf  intimates  as  much,  calling  Rome, 
by  a  figure,  Babylon,  in  thefe  words  :  the  church  which 
is  at  Babylon,  in  the  text,  in  Babylon,  &c."    The  caiiiga- 
tor  excludes  Paphias  from  the  number  of  Eufebius's  in- 
formers, and  fubftitutes  the  pronoun  they  :  This  pronoun 
muft  imply  more  than  one,  confequently   the  force  of 
the  teftimony  is  encreafed  ;  Eufebius  in  that  place  does 
not  cite  Paphias  or  others  to  mew  that  Peter  was  at 
Rome,  he  fuppofes  the  fact  known  to  the  world  ;  but  he 
cites  Paphias,  or,  as  the  caftigator  will  have  it,  public 
opinion,  that  Peter  wrote  his  firft  epiftle  from  Rome,  and 
he  confirms  this  opinion  exprefsly,  faying:  "  Peter  him- 
felfintimates  as  much,  calling  Rome  Babylon."    Is  this 
caftigator  ftupid  enough  to  believe  that  Peter  called  the 
church  of  Rome  Babylon,  whilft  he  himfelf  governed 
it  I  If  he  does,  is  there  any  man  fo  deftitute  of  common 
fenfe  as  to  believe  him  ?  Peter  and  John  called  the  city 
of  Rome  Babylon,  arid  juftly  :  it  was  the  head  of  the 
Roman  empire,  immerfed  in  idolatry  and  ah  forts  of  un- 
cleannefs,  perfecuting  the  church  with  unrelenting  fury, 
as  Babylon  of  old  did  the  Jews.  !  * 
The  caftigator,  who  muft  fill  a  pamphlet  with  fome- 
thing,  finds  that  Paphias  was  not  a  difciple  of  the  apoftles. 

It 
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It  is  of  little  confequence  whether  Paphias  was  cp tem- 
porary with  the  apoftles,  when  it  is  certain  that  he  was 
inftru&ed  by  their  immediate  fucceffors,  however  it  is 
not  the  lefs  true  that  he  was  cotemporary  with  fome  of 
them  :  St.  John  the  Evangelift  died  at  Ephefus  in  the 
year  99  of  our  iEra,  and  Paphias  was  bifhop  of  Hiero- 
palis  in  Phrygia,  in  111,  that  is  twelve  years  after  the 
death  of  the  evangelift.  If  we  fuppofe  him  at  the  age  ©f  50 
years,  when  he  was  chofen  bifhop,  he  muft  have  been 
near  40  when  John  died.  Whether  the  commencement 
of  our  iEra  be  correct  or  not,  the  time  elapfed  between 
John's  death,  and  his  acceflion  to  the  epif copal  dignity 
is  the  fame.* 

Paphias  was  a  difciple  of  John  the  prieft  of  Ephe- 
fus, an  immediate  difciple  of  Jefus  Chrift.  It  is  con- 
jectured that  this  John  was  not  the  evangelift,  becaufe 
Paphias,  as  cited  by  Eufebius,  fays,  <c  I  did  not  approve 
thofe,  who  faid  many  things,  but  tbofe,  who  taught 
the  truth  ;  nor  thofe  who  related  ftrange  precepts,  but 
thofe  who  related  the  precepts,  which  the  Lord  en- 
trufted  to  us,  and  which  proceed  from  truth  itfeif.  If 
any  one  came,  who  had  followed  the  ancients,  I  afked 
him  what  they  faid  ;  what  faid  Andrew,  or  Peter,  or 
Philip,  or  Thomas,  or  James,  or  John,  or  Matthew,  or 
fome  other  of  the  difciples  of  our  Lord,  whit  Ariftion 
faid  or  John  the  old  difciple  of  our  Lord.f  Whether 
this  John  be  the  evangelift  or  not,  which  is  mere  matter 
of  conjecture,  he  is  properly  called  an  apcftle,  as  he  was 
a  prieft  and  immediate  difciple  of  Jcfus  Chrift.  Thus  St. 
Paul  calls  Andronicus  and  Junias  apoftles. \  The  fpirit  of 
contradiction  as  well  as  the  fpirit  of  divination  deceives 
this  caftigator.  We  have  from  the  hiftory  of  Paphias, 
what  he  does  not  wifh  to  know,  that  in  the  ape  titles  days, 
their  words  as  well  as  their  writings  were  collecled  by 
thr/r  immediate  difciples,  and  tranfmitted  to  their  fuc- 
ccribrs  ;  hence  that  injunction  of  St.  Paul,  to  his  difciple 
Timothy  :  "  the  things,  which   you  have  heard  from 
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?ne  by  many  witneffes,  thefe   commit  to  faithful  men, 
who  will  be  capable  of  teaching  others."*  On  the  teftimo- 
ny  of  thefe  men,  wcknow  the  apoftolical  traditions. 

The  caftigator,  from  his  profound  knowledge  of  an- 
tiquity and  deep  refearches  in  the  works  of  Lucan,  v>f 
Philoftratus  and  Pliny,  finds  that  Seleucia  on  the  Tigris, 
was  called  Babylon.!  He  might  find  a  Babylon  in  Shrop- 
fliireor  Fifeftiire,  for  what  the  writer  "km ows  ;  but  he 
will  find  it  difficult  to  find  a  Babylon  either  there  or  in 
Syria,  which  correfponds  with  St.  John's  defer ip  ion, 
that  is,  built  on  feven  hills,  and  commanding  the  kings  of 
the  earth.  Eufebius  never  dreamed  of  this  Babylon  fir- 
named  Seleucia.  But  Dupin,  a  Popifti  Polemic  of  great 
candour,  better  verfed  in  fcripture  and  antiquity  than  all 
the  Romifti  clergy  on  this  lide  the  atlantic  J  contradicts 
Eufebius ;  44  this  interpretation,"  fays  Dupin,  "  is  falfe, 
V  and  it  is  more  natural  to  fay  that  he  wrote  this  epiltle 
from  Babylon."  It  is  the  firft  time  that  the  writer  has 
feen  Dupin  numbered  arnongfl  Popiih  Polemics ;  he  has 
feen  him  more  than  once  ranked  with  Fra  Paoli,  amongft 
lurking  hypocrites.  Whatever  opinion  the  caftigator 
may  have  of  his  erudition,  he  has  given  a  very  bad  fpeci- 
men  of  his  modefty  :  A  Frenchman  writing  in  1686,  be- 
fore he  had  attained  the  age  of  thirty  years  contradicts 
Eufebius  a  Greek  writer  near  the  clofe  of  the  third  cen- 
tury, of  whom  it  is  laid  that  l%eknevj  all  that  was  written 
before  him,  and  whofe  chronicle  including  events  from 
the  commencement  of  time  to  the  20th  year  of  Con- 
{lantine's  reign,  is  the  principal  fund,  which  remains  for 
the  iludy  of  chronology. 

Dupin  did  not  confine  his  ftrichires  to  Eufebius  :  he 
cenfured,  with  fuch  petulant  feverity,  the  ftyle,  the 
doctrine,  and  the  qualities  of  ecciefiafdcal  writers  of  an- 
tiquity that  BolTuet,  the  celebrated  biihop  of  Meaux, 
who  knew  fomething  of  antiquity  too,  denounced  him  to 
Harlay,  then  arch-bifliop  of  Paris,  who  obliged  Dupin 
publicly  to  retract  his  unfounded  conjectures.    He  was 
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obliged  to  a  fecond  retraction  on  a  mo  re  ferious  occafion 
in  1703,  and  difmiffed  from  his  profeflbrihip, — fee  his 
life,  by  his  friends  in  the  hiftorical  dictionary.  His 
errors  have  been  afcribed,  by  fome  to  the  impetuofity  of 
his  difpofition,  by  others,  to  rea.fons  not  very  honorable, 
which  the  writer  paffes  in  ftlence  ?  but  whether  we  believe 
his  friends  or  his  enemies,  there  was  more  pliability  in 
the  man's  conference,  than  is  confiftent.  wit;h  a  fincere  re? 
gard  to  truth. 

However  relu clan tly  the  caftigator  is  farced  to  admit 
that  Peter  was  at  Rome,  but,  fays  he,  it  does  not  follow 
as  aconfequent  that  he  was  Biftiopof  that  See.*    No  : 
he  was  in  many  other  cities  as  well  as  in  Rome  :  Why 
thefe  unwearied  exertions  to  perplex  a  plain  truth  ?  The 
writer  did  not  ftate  it  as  a  canfequent :  he  ftated  a  pro? 
pofition,  which  gives  this  caftigator  great  anxiety,  and  he 
ftates  it  again  *•  that  there  is  as  great  a  certainty  that 
Peter  did  eftablifti  his  See  at  Rome,  as  that  the  fcriptures 
are  divinely  infpired.    This  proportion  he  has  proved 
more  than  once  already  ;  againft  the  peremptory  reafons 
which  eftabhft  it,  all  fuppofitions  are  vain  :  for  it  is  an 
intuitive  truth  that  facts  refting  on  the  fame  authority 
are  equally  certain.    Will  he  condefcend  to  admit  that 
thefe  many  millions  of  cluiftians,    whom  he  calls  pa* 
pifts,  do  believe  it  ?  That  i£  was  believed  by  the  chriftian 
world  when  Luther  fir  ft  oppofed  the  Pope  in  151 7  ? 
That  it  was   univerfally  believed  in  121 5,   when  the 
fourth  council  of  Lateran  was  celebrated  ?  That  in  Char- 
lemagne's time,  that  is  in  814,  it  was  believed  by  the  then 
chriftian  world  .?  That  at  the  celebration  of  the  general 
council  of  Chakeclon  in  451,  it  was  believed  ?  In  that 
council  we  have  on  public  record  the  names  of  three 
hundred  and  fixty  bifhops,  Greeks,    Afiatics.  arid  Afri- 
cans, who  believed  it.    Will  this  caftigator,  or  any  of 
his  friends,  tell  us  when  or  where  it  was  not  believed  l 
The  firft  act  of  the  council  of  Chajcedon,  which  is  ac- 
knowledged by  the  churcn  of  England  as  a  lawful  coun- 
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ViU  gives  the  moft  authentic  evidence,  that  the  bifliop  of 
Rome  was  then,  and  before,  univerfally  acknowledged 
head  of  the  catholic  church.  The  firft  affembly  of 
this  council  was  held  in  the  church  of  Saint  Euphemia  on 
the  eighth  of  the  ides  of  O&ober,  under  the  confulfhip 
bf  Marcien,  fourth  iridiclion,  that  is,  the  eighth  of  Octo- 
ber, 451.  There  wete  prefent,  with  the  prelates,  nine- 
teen of  the  chief  officers  of  the  court :  Anatolius,  gene- 
ral of  the  troops,  who  had  oeen  cohfui  of  the  year  446, 
Tatien,  governor  of  Conftantiriople,  Palladius,  fuperin- 
tendant  of  the  cburt,  Sporatius,  captain  of  the  guards, 
&c.  The  bifhops  named  in  the  a&s  are  360  :  at  the  head 
of  thefe  are,  Pafchafinus,  bilhop  of  Lilibee  in  Sicily,  Lu- 
centius,  bifhop  of  Afcoli,  and  Boniface,  prieft  of  the 
Roman  church,  the  pope's  legates,  then  Anatolius,  bifliop 
of  Conftantihople,  Diofcorus  of  Alexandria,  Maximus  of 
Antioch,  and  Juvenal  of  Jerufalem ';  thefe  are  patriar- 
chal Sees  ;  the  archbifhops  and  bifhops  are  named  in 
their  refpective  orders  ;  the  order  of  fitting  is  thus  de- 
fcribed  :  the  magiftrates  and  fehatcrs  in  the  middle,  be- 
fore the  baluftrade  of  the  altar,  to  the  left,  the  place  of 
honor  in  the  church,  were  the  pope's  legates,  then 
Anatolius  of  Constantinople,  Maximus  of  Antioch,  Tha* 
laflius  of  Cefarea,  Stephen  of  Ephefus,  and  the  bifllops  of 
thediocefes  of  the  Eaft,  ofPontus,  of  Afia,  arid  Thrace, 
in  their  order  ;  on  the  right  was,  Diofcorus  of  Alex- 
andria, Juvenal  of  Jerufalem,  QuintiUus  of  Heraclea,  in 
Macedonia,  reprefenting  Anaftalius  of  Theffalonica,  Peter 
bf  Corinth,  then  the  other  bifhops  of  Egypt  ;  of  Illyri- 
cum  and  Paleftine  in  their  order ;  the  gofpei  in  the  mid- 
dle ;  the  bifhop  Pafchafinus,  the  pope's  legate,  fpoke  firft, 
and  addreffing  himfelf  to  the  magiftrates,  he  faid  :  "  We 
have  the  orders  of  the  bifliop  of  Rome,  bead  of  all  churches > 
directing  that  Diofcorus  fllould  not  fit  in  the  council  ; 
therefore,  if  it  pieafe  your  lordfliips,  let  him  retire,  or 
we  retire  :"  Pafchafinus  fpoke  in  Latin  ;  his  words 
were  explained  in  Greek,  by  Beronicien,  fecretary 
of  the  emperor's  confiftory.  The  fenators  and  ma- 
giftrates 
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giflrates  faid  :  "  what  particular  complaints  is  there  agaihft 
the  mod  reverend  bifhop  Diofcorus  i"  Lucentius,  the 
ether  legate,  replied  :  "  he  muft  give  an  account  of  his 
judgment.  lie  has  ufurped  the  authority  of  a  Judge, 
and  prefumed  to  hold  a  Council  without  the  authority  of  the 
Holy  See,  what  never  was  done  nor  allowed."  Pafchaiinus 
added  :  we  cannot  difobey  the  orders  of  the  pope,  nor 
the  canons  of  the  church.  Diofcorus,  therefore,  quitted 
his  feat  by  order  of  the  rhagiftratcs,  and  fat  in  the*  mid- 
dle of  the  aflembly,-— fee  the  firft  act  of  the  council  of 
Chalcedora. 

Here  we  have  the  moft  authentic  evidence  upon  re- 
cord,of  thebifbop  of  Rome's  jurisdiction  over  all  church- 
es, acknowledged  and  exercsfed  in  prefence  of  the  Greek 
Emperor's  minifters  of  (late,  representing  his  Imperial 
Majefty,  in  prefence  of  Anatolius,  patriarch  of  Constan- 
tinople, of  Diofcorus,  patriarch  of  Alexandria,  of  Maxi- 
mum, patriarch  of  Antioch,  of  Juvenal,  patriarch  of  Jeru- 
falem  ;  in  prefence  of  350  prelates,  fubiect  to  the  juris- 
diction of  thefe  patriarchs.  If  the  pope's  jurifdiction  had 
been  doubtful,  if  there  had  been  a  poflibility  of  contend- 
ing it,  would  they  all  have  thus  tamely  acquiefced  ? 
Would  not  Diofcorus  and  his  party,  at  leaft,  have  refilled 
it  ?  They  had  the  molt  cogent  reafons,  and  the  ftrongeft 
inclination  to  decline  it,  if  they  could  difcover  any  eva- 
fi  on. 

In  the  fecond  Act  of  that  Council,  on  the  fixth  of  the 
Ides,  that  is,  the  tenth  of  the  month  of  October,  when 
the  Pope's  Letter  to  the  Council  was  read,  thePrebtes  ex- 
claimed :  <c  That  is  the  faith  of  our  fathers  ;  the  faith  of 
the  a  pottles ;  we  all  believe  fo ;  Peter  has  fpoken  by 
Leo/5 

At  this  diftance,  both  of  time  and  place,  we  know  the 
doctrine  taught  in  Conftantinople  and  Rome  in  the  days 
of  Leo  the  Great ;  we  know  the  names  of  the  Prelates 
who  occupied  all  the  Patriarchal  Sees  in  the  chriftian 
world  ;  we  know  the  diftricts  over  which  they  prefided, 
the  order  of  precedence  in  their  affemblies.    Did  thefe 
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Erien,  who  were  not  inferior  to  us  in  point  of  fcierice~ 
their  works  are  yet  extant  ?  Did  thefe  men,  the  writer 
alks  once  more,  did  they  know  nothing  of  their  own  pre« 
deceffors  ?  Did  they  know  nothing  of  the  doctrine 
taught  in  the  diocefes,  over  which  they  prefided,  for  two 
or  three  centuries  before  ?  All  reafoning  is  loft  on  the 
man  who  pretends  to  believe  fuch  an  abfurdit^  \  and  the 
man  who  is  duped  by  fuch  nonfenfe  is  rather  an  object  of 
contempt  than  pity. 

Of  the  many  authorities  adduced  by  the  writer  in  his 
remarks  on  Dr.  Stanfer's  Examination,  the  caftigator 
fays  there  are  but  two  who  wrote  before  the  fourth  cen- 
tury. The  writer  refers  him  to  the  prelates  afferobled  in 
the  council  of  Chalcedon  :  they  had  in  their  hands  the 
writings  of  their  predeceifors ;  and,  through  them,  we 
know  them.  If  the  writer  has  not  cited  many  writers  of 
the  fecond  century i  it  is  becaufe  there  are  but  few  wri- 
ters of  the  three  firft  centuries  *  whofe  works  have  been 
tranfmitted  to  us.  There  were  no  printers  in  them  days. 
The  few,  who  ventured  to  write  in  defence  of  chriftiani- 
ty,  confined  themfelves  to  eftablifti  the  divinity  of  Chrift's 
miflion,  and  to  juftify  their  faith  againft  the  falfe  impu- 
tations of  the  heathen  philofophers  :  for  chriftianity  was 
then,  as  it  is  now,  grofsly  mifreprefented.  The  heathen 
philofophers  declaimed  againft  the  abominations  and 
corruptions  of  chriftianity  under  the  appellations  of  fu- 
perftition  and  atheifm,  with  as  much  virulence  as  new 
modelled  minifters  declaim  againft  the  fame  chriftianity, 
under  the  appellation  of  popery.  But  if  the  writer  did 
not  cite  thefe  very  ancient  writers,  whofe  works  are 
hot  in  his  hands,  he  has  cited  their  immediate  fueeeflbrs, 
in  whofe  hands  they  were,  the  Eufebius's,  the  Jeromes*,, 
the  Auftins*,  the  Optatus's,  &c.  To  them  he  refers  the 
caftigator.  Does  he  pretend  to  refute  the  teftimony  of 
men  who  occafionally  relate,  what  the  world  knew,  by 
the  filence  of  others,  who  have  notfpoken  on  the  fub- 
jeer  at  all  ?  This  is  a  new  modelled  fort  of  refutation. 

Reftlefs  imagination,  if  not  defpair,  fuggefts  another 
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refource:  it  is  hardly  poffible  for  a  writer,  not  divinely 
affifted,  to  be  fo  correct,  and  exa&  in  the  choice,  and 
difpofition  of  his  terms,  that  no  incorrect,  or  incautious 
expreflion  mall  efcape  him  :  the,  fcriptures  themfelves 
are  frequently  diftorted  from  their  intended  fignification, 
and,  either  through  malice  or  ignorance,  forced  to  fpeak 
the  language  of  error.    If  fuch  an  incautious  expreffion 
be  found  in  the  works  of  an  ancient  writer,  the  fpirit  of 
impofture  or  illufion  fattens  on  it ;  as  the  beetle  On  the 
fore,  pretends  to  make  an  incorrect  expreffion,  which  ef- 
capes  the  vigilance  of  the  writer,  a  rule  to  determine  the 
fenfe  of  all  the  paflages,  in  which  the  writer  clearly  and 
exprefsiy  conveys  his  thoughts.    Common   fenfe  pre- 
fcribes  a  different  rule,< according  to  which  the  fenfe  of 
all  incorrect,  or  incautious,  expreflions  mult  be  determin- 
ed by  the  fubjecf,  matter,  the  fcope  of  the  writer,  and  the 
whole  tenor  of  the  work.    From  a  total  diiregard  of 
this  rule  of  common  fenfe,  and  an  adoption  ot  that,  which 
impofture  prefcribeS,  opinions  are  lent  to  men-,  which 
never  croffed  their  imagination,  and  which  are  exprefsiy 
condemned  in  their  works.    At  the  commencement  of 
the  Reform  via  it,  whilft  there  was  yet  fome  refpecl  for 
antiquity,  tins  plan  was  adopted  :  incautious  exprefli- 
ons,  and  infuiated  pillages,  were  cited  from  ancient 
writers  to  juliify   the  pretence  of  reviving  primitive 
chrifUanity  ;  but  as  it  was  found   impoffible  to  make 
the   Fathers  fpeak  a  language,  which  they  had  not 
learned,  without   new  modelling  the   whole  of  their 
work^,  and  catholics  then,  as  they  are  yet,  the  keep, 
ers  of  their  own  records,  not  being  difpofed  to  pafs 
in  ftlence  fuch  a  diabolical  deception,  after  a  few  inef- 
fectual efforts  to  reform  the  Fathers,  they  were  peace- 
3.1  !•  refigned  to  their  old  poffeilbrs,  and  an  appeal  made 
to  the  fcriptures  aloriCo    The  caftigator  thinks  he  may 
revive  the  plan  of  his  anceftors.    The  writer  recom- 
mends to  him  a  careful  perufal  of  the  works  of  Flaccus 
tilyricus  and  his  affociates,  the  century  Writers  of  Mag- 
deburgh.    In  the  lucubrations  of  thefe  indefatigable  re- 
formers* 


formers,  he  will  find  every  incautious  expre.Tion,  and 
every  obfcure  paffage,  which  may  with  any  appearance 
of  truth  be  diitorted  in.fuppprt  of  the  Reformation  ; 
but  he  mull  at  the  fame  time  advife  him  not  to  open 
the  works  of  tjiefe  ancient  writers,  if  he  underftands 
their  language,  he  will  find  them  incorrigible  papiftp, 
as  deeply  immerfed  in  popifh  fup.erflitions,  fuch  as  pray- 
ing for  departed  fouls,  honoring  faints  and  angels,  in- 
voking them?preferibingfaftsandabftinences,recommend- 
ing  celibacy  and  good  works,  &c.  as  the  writer  of  thefe 
remarks.  The  caftigator,  therefore,  mud  confine  himfelf 
to  read  the  garbled  paflages  extracted  from  their  works, 
by  Flaccus  Illyricus,  with  his  commentaries  on  them,  and 
he  will  be  fatisfied  that,  they  were  all  good  proteftants, 
one  thoufand  years  before  there  was  a  proteftant  in  the 
world.  He  will  alfo  find,  in  the  works  of  that  celebrated 
reformer,  a  treatife,  in  which  he  demonftrates,  in  his 
ufual  way,  that  the  papacy  is  an  invention  of  the  devil ; 
tfiat  the  pope  is  the  devil  himfelf.  It  is  not  eafy  to  re- 
concile this  opinion  with  the  received  opinion  of  proteft- 
ants, that;  the  pope  is  Antichrift,  for,  after  all,  Antichrift, 
bad  as  he  is,  is  not  the  devil.  The  reverend  Mr.  Parifli, 
in  a  late  publication,  has  reformed  this  opinion  :  he  fays 
that  Bonaparte  is  Antichrift.  It  feems  that  he  has  fuper- 
feded  the  pope  ;  perhaps  in  the  courfe  of  time  he  may 
fuperfede  the  devil  himfelf.  The  writer  fears  that  ok} 
Davy  will  prove  too  hard  for  him.  Future  ages  will 
fearcely  belive  that,  in  our  days,  human  credulity  is  the 
fportf  of  fuch  npnfenfe,  or  that  fuch  grofs  impofture 
fliould  find  dupes. 

The  caftigator,  in  imitation  of  his  friend  Illyricus, 
diflorts  the  paffage  adduced  from  Ireneus  :  this  father,  if 
we  believe  him, appears  to  have  been  a  ftranger  to  Peter's 
particular  relation  to  the  Roman  See.*  This  he  pretends 
to  deduce  from  lreneus's  words  :  "  The  biefTed  apoftles, 
Peter  and  Paul,  having  founded.and  built  (edified)  the 
church,  delivered  to  Linus  the  epifcopal  office,  him  Paul 
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mentioned  in  his  epiftles  to  Timothy  ;   Anencletus  fuc- 
ceeded  him  ;   after  whom,  in- the  third  place  from  the 
apoftles,  Clement  had  the  biftiopric."  Does  the  caftigator 
pretend  that  to  found  a  church  is  not  a  particular  relation 
to  it  ?    But  he  thinks  that  Paul  had  an  equal  title.  That 
Paul,  by  his  words,  his  works  and  writings,  did  affift  in 
founding  and  edifying  the  Roman  church,  is  unqueftiona- 
biy  true  ;  that  the  Roman  church  knew  and  profeffed 
the  doctrine  taught  by  Peter  and  Paul,  is  equally  truec 
By  this  doctrine,  preferved  in  the  Roman  church,  and 
transmitted  in  regular  fucceffion  from  paftor  to  paftor, 
fince  the  apoftles*  days,  Ireneus  confounds  all  hereiies  y 
by  the  fame  rule,  errors  are  condemned  to  this  day  : 
"  we  can,"  faid  he,  u  enumerate  thofe,  whom  the  apoftles 
eftablifhed  bifliops  in  the  churches,  and  their  fucceffors 
down  to  us ... .  but  fince  it  would  be  too  long  to  enu- 
merate the  fucceffion  of  all  churches,  we  mail  content 
ourfelves  with  indicating  the  tradition  of  the  greateft, 
and  moft  ancient  church,  known  to.  the  whole  world, 
founded  and  eftablifhed  at  Rome  by  the  glorious  apoftles 
Peter  and  Paul  ;  and  by  this  tradition,  which  it  has  re- 
ceived from   the  apoftles,  and  this  faith  announced  to 
men,  and  preferved  to  our  days  by  the  fucceffion  of 
bifliops,  we  confound  all  thofe  who  make  unlawful  af- 
femblies,  in  any  manner,  whether  through  felf.love,  vain 
giory,  blindnefs  or  malice."*    Ireneus  mews,  that  the 
doctrine  taught  by  Peter  and  Paul,  was  trahfmitted,  in 
regular  fucceffion,  through  the  pallors  of  the  Roman 
church  ;  he  did  not  inquire,  whether  Peter  or  Paul  had 
firft  founded  that  church,  it  was  a  public  fad,  of  which 
no  man  doubted  in  his  days  :  the  Romans  tell  this  cafti- 
gator, that  the  church  of  Rome  was  founded  before 
Paul  law  Italy  ;    and  that  it   was   then  celebrated 
for  the  purity  of  its  faith,  we  know  from  "Paul  himfeif 
in  his  epiftie  to  the  Romans,  i.  8  :  "  your  faith  is  celebrat- 
ed in  the  whole  world."    Thefe  fame  Romans  tell  him, 
and  they  ought  to  know  fomething  of  the  founder  of 
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fheir  own  church,  that  Peter,  wiMi  his  difciple  Mark, 
$md  others,  had  founded  that  church  long  before  Paul 
had  feen  it,  and  on  their  teftirnony  it  wa3  believed  by 
the  chriftian  world.  How  are  facts  known,  but  by  the 
teftirnony  of  witneffes  ?  Thus  Eufebius  knew  it,  and 
ftates  precifely  che  time  in  his  chronicle  of  the  Ixiv.  year  : 
"  Peter,  by  nation  a  Galilean,  the  firft  pontiff  pf  chrijiiam^ 
when  he  had  firft  founded  the  church  of  Antioch,  goes 
to  Rome,  where,  preaching  the  gofpel  twenty-five  years, 
lie  remained  bifhop  of  that  ckv.M  Thus  all  thofe  writers, 
who  have  been  cited  in  the  Remarks  on  Doctor  Stan- 
fer's  Examination,  knew  it — fee  Remarks,  p.  1 77,  and  feq. 
They  alfo  tell  him,  that  Paul  was  neither  his  predeceffor 
nor  fucceffor  in  office,  though  he  was  his  moil  zealous 
fellow  labourer,  and  this  they  demonftratc  beyond  the 
poflityility  of  contradiction  :  for  Peter  was  entrufted  with 
the  care  of  Chrift's  flock  before  Paul  was  a  chriftian  : 
John,  xxi. — "  feed  my  lambs  ;  feed  my  ewes  and  it 
does  not  appear  that  Paul  was  ordered  to  fuperiede  him  : 
that  was  referved  for  the  evangelift  of  Wirtemberg  ;  nor 
was  Paul  Peter's  fucceffor  ;  they  died  the  fame  day. 

"  The  church  of  Rome,"  fays  the  caftigator,  "  would 
never  indeed  acknowledge  Pope,  Paul  the  Firft.  Epi- 
phanius  and  Ireneus  have  been  more  complaifant,"*  The 
paffages  which  he  endeavours  to  diftort,  in  order  to  per- 
plex the  truth,  tell  againft  him  :  Epiphanius  fays,  "  Peter 
and  Paul  were  the  firft  at  Rome,  both  bifhops  and  apof- 
tles."  Epiphanius  does  not  fay  that  Paul  was  prior  to 
Peter  or  fuperior  to  him,  on  the  contrary  he  gives  Paul 
the  fecond  place.  Me  fays  that,  "  Paul  was  at  Rome  a 
bifhop  and  apoft'e.  Who  ever  doubled  it?  But  this 
caftigator  ought  to  know  that  Paul,  though  a  bifliop  and 
apoftle,  was  one  of  Peter's  fl  >ck ;  and  if  he  does  not 
know  it,  Epiphanius,  on  whom  he  endeavours  to  impofe 
his  nonfenfe,  will  inform  him.  This  father  fays,  "  Chrift 
chofe  Peter  to  be  the  leader  of  his  difciples."t  And  in 
the  work  called  the  Anchor,  fpeaking  of  Peter,  he  fays : 

"  this 
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"  this  is  he,  who  heard— c  feed  my  lambs' — to  whom  the 
fold  was  entrufled."  T{ie  pafTage  which  he  cites  from 
Ireneus  tells  pointedly  againfl  him  :  "  Alexander  was 
the  fifth  in  fucceffion  from  Peter  and  Paul"  Peter  there- 
fore muft  have  been  bifhop  of  Rome,  or  Alexander 
could  not  have  been  the  fifth  in  fucceffion  from  him. 
Ireneus  did  not  confider  Paul  as  joint  bifliop  of  Rome 
with  Peter,  as  this  cafligator  irnpofes  on  him  ;  he  knew 
that  there  were  not  two  bifhops  of  the  fame  See  :  and  if 
he  l\ad  confidered  P?ul  as  bifhop,  with  Peter,  of  the  See 
of  Rome  the  pafTage  does  not  tell  the  lels  forcibly  againfi 
tfoe  cafligator,  for  he  afiigns  the  fecond  place  to  Paul, 
and  his  apoflolical  authority  mould  of  courfe  defcend  to 
the  bifliop  of  Rome  as  his  fuccefTor  :  however,  k  is  not 
as  Paul's  fuccefTor  that  the  biihop  of  Rome  claims  aii  uni- 
verfal  fpiritual  jurifdiclioft  over  the  chrillian  church  ; 
for  Paul  could  have  no  fuccefTor  in  an  office,  which 
he  never  pofTcffed.  The  pOvver  of  feeding  Ch rift's  £ock 
was  vefled  in  Peter  before  Paul  was  a  chriftian. 

The  cafligator,  in  his  great  zeal  to  refute  the  Re- 
marks on  Doctor  Stanferss  Examination,  ruins  the  caufe 
of  that  new  modelled  church,  of  which  he  is  himfdf 
a  minifter.  He  tells  us  that  Peter  was  a  bifhpp.  If  fo 
the  epifcopal  order  is  of  divine  inflitution  in  the  chriftian 
church.  The  church,  therefore*,- in  which  this  order  is 
not  found,  is  next  the  church  of  Chritl.  The  man, 
who  denies  this  confequence,  is  deflitute  of  common 
fenfe,  or  perverfely  obftinate.  Was  the  cafligator  aware 
of  this  confequence  ?  Or  did  he  honeftly  intend  to  un- 
deceive thefe  deluded  mortals,  who  are  taught  to  believe 
that  all  ecclefiafiical  authority  is  vefled  in  themfelyes, 
and  derived  from  them  to  minifters  of  their  own  infli- 
tution ? 

In  the  fame  paragraph  in  which  the  cafligator  fays, 
that  Peter  was  a  bifliop  and  apoflle,  he  tells  us  that,  the 
offices  of  an  appftle  and  a  bi/hop  are  incompatible  :  in 
other  words,  that  Peter  was  inveded,  at  the  fame  time, 
with  two  oSces  incompatible.  This,  to  plain  men, 
• ;  ''■ '.->»  :r?-$  *  , .  "  ■ ' .  fV        '■*;•,<;     >■  has 
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has  all  the  appearance  of  nonfenfe.  If  Peter  Was  a  bifhop, 
as  he  fays,  what  would  prevent  him  from  governing  the 
church  of  Rome  or  Antioch,  or  any  other  church  as  a 
bifhop  ?  His  apoftolical  commiflion,  if  we  believe  the 
caftigator.  Common  fen fe  replies  that  his  apoftolical  com- 
miflion did  not  invalidate  his  Epifcopal  authority  ;  it 
only  ftrengthened  and  encreafed  it.  He  governed  the 
church  of  Antioch  for  feven  years  as  bifhop,  whilft  he 
governed  the  tmiverfal  church  as  fupreme  paftor  of 
Thrift's  flock,  if  the  chriftian  world  in  former  times  be 
not  deceived.  Hence  Antioch  is  called  an  apoftolical 
See,  and  if  ha  had  continued  to  govern  that  church  as 
bifhop  to  his  death,  the  bifhop  of  that  See,  -  and  not  the 
bifhop  of  Home,  would  have  been  his  fucceffor  in  office. 

The  caftigator  afks  if  the  people  of  Rome  had  appoint- 
ed Peter  Bifhop  of  that  See  ?  To  this  the  writer  replies, 
that  the  time  was  not  yet  come,  of  which  St.  Paul  fays : 
"  There  will  be  a  time,  when  they  will  not  bear  the 
doctrine  of  falvation  ;  but  according  to  their  irregular 
clefires  ( 'Epitbumias )  they  will  collect  teachers  for  them- 
fdves,  with  itching  ears."*  The  time  is  now  come  —the 
caftigator  knows  it.  The  flock  in  Peter's  days  had  not 
yet  learned  to  conduct  the  fhepherd. 

To  the  other  queries,  intended  to  embarrafs  the  igno* 
rant  or  miflead  the  unwary,  by  perplexing  the  known, 
truth,  the  writer  replies  :  that  Peter's  commiflion  to  rule 
his  matter's  flock,  includes  the  fubordinate  authority  of 
bifhop,  prieft  and  deacon,  as  the  authority  of  the  prince 
includes  the  fubordinate  authority  of  all  officers  under 
him.  This  authority  Peter  exercifed  when  and  where  he 
thought  it  convenient,  according  to  the  directions  of  his 
divine  m after,  in  whom  all  fpiritual  authority  to  rule  his 
church  is  vefted,  and  from  whom  it  inuft  be  derived,  ac- 
cording to  the  order,  which  he  was  pleafed  to  inftitute- 
This  doctrine  may  not  be  fo  pleafing  to  the  caftigator,  but 
it  is  not  the  lefs  true,  nor  the  lefs  confonant  with  our 
ideas  of  order.    Peter's  authority,  indifpenfablv  neceffary 
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fortlie  good  government  of  the  flock,  for  the  lupport  of 
union,  unanimity,  peac  e  and  fubordination,  continued 
until  deafh.anci  then  paffed  to  his  fucceflbr  in  office.  For 
ChriuVs  paternal  care  of  his  flock  did  not  ceafe  whan  Peter 
ceafed'to  conduct  it  5  nor  did  that  authoriry,  vefted  in 
Peter  for  the  welfare  of  the  flock,  expire  with  Peter  :  it 
yet  fubfifts,  and  will  continue  to  fubfift,  whilft  Chrift,  the 
fupreme  paftor,  has  a  flock  on  earth/  that  is,  to  the  con- 
fummation.  This  is  a  plain  ftatement.  TKej  man  mutt 
be  ftupid  who  does  not  conceive  it,  and  warped  by  intereft, 
prejudice,  paflion,  or  fomething  worfe,  who  does  not  be- 
lieve it.  / 

The  caftigator  finds  a  iubterfuge,  as  he  imagines*  in  the 
doubt  expreffed  by  fome  writers,  whether  Linus,  Clement 
or  Anacletus,  was  Peter's  immediate  fucceffor  ;  does  he 
imagine  that  the  Roman  church,  then  in  being,  did  not 
know  their  own  bifhop  ?  If  there  be  fome,  who,  at  this 
diflance  of  time,  doubt  which  of  thefe  three  pontiffs  was 
Peter's  immediate  fucceffor,  there  are  none  who  doubt 
that  one  of  them  did  fucceed  him  immediately,  and  the 
other  two  in  fucceflion.  Their  fucceflbrs,  down  to  the  pre- 
fent  day,  we  know,  during  a  long  interval  of  1700  years, 
"Would  this  caftigator  condefcend  to  oblige  us  with  the 
fucceflion  of  paftors  in  his  new  modelled  church  ?  Or  is 
he  the  firft.,  and  mull  his  fucceflbrs  date  from  him  ? 
Does  his  ambition  afpire  to  the  honor  of  being  the  foun- 
der of  fo  great  a  family. 

In  the  next  chapter  the  caftigator  pretends  to  refute 
the  reafons  urged  in  fupport  of  Peter's  fupremacy,  his 
hrft  attempt  is  rather  aukward ;  in  the  courfe  of  the  work 
he  form  ally  condemns  it.  The  writer  in  his  remarks  on 
X)o&or  Stanfer,  had  faid  :  "if  chriftianky  be  founded 
<|  on  the  apoftles,  becaufe  they  taught  the  chrifiian  religion, 
it  muft  be  founded  in  the  firft  place  on  Peter,  becaufe  he, 
firft  of  all  men>  confeffed  Chrjft  to  be  by  nature  fon  of  the 
living  God."  This,  if  we  believe  the  caftigator,  was 
confefted  by  the  prophets,  before  the  apoflle's  days  :  "  it 
has  beeB,"  he  gravely  tells  us,  "  a  received  opinion  in  the 
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church,  that  the  chriftian  religion,  or  the  religion  of 
Chrift,  was  publifhed  in  the  world  a  few  thoufand  years 
before  the  days  of  the  apofdes."*    That  the,  divinity  of 
the  promifed  Meffias  was  predicted  by  the  prophets 
Chriftians  demonftrate  againftjews,  Deifts  and  Socinl- 
ans  ;  but  that  the  chriftian  religion  was  publifhed  before 
the  days  of  Chrift,  or  his  apodles,  is  an  extraordinary 
paradox  \  if  it  be  a  received  opinion  in  the  church,  it 
muft  be  in  fome  church  of  the  caftigator's  invention  j 
the  chriftian  church  does  not  know  it.    Lapfe  of  time 
had  effaced  this  opinion  from  the  caftigator's  mind  be- 
fore he  had  arrived  at  the  end  of  his  work.    "  The  an- 
gel/' he  fays,  "  did  not  direcl:  Cornelius  to  the  fcrip- 
tures;  but  the  reafon  is  obvious :  it  was  the  defign  o£ 
God  to  exhibit  to  him  the  Saviour  already  crucified, 
and  exalted  as  a  foundation  of  faith,  for  the  remiffion  of 
fins,  to  both  Jews  and  Gentiles.    The  angel,  therefore, 
could  not  direcl:  him  to  the  old  teftament  fcriptures,  be- 
caufe  they  taught  no  fuch  doc]fcrine>''f    Is  it  that  the 
belief  of  the  crucifixion  of  Chrift  for  the  remiffion  of  fins 
is  no  part  of  the  chriftian  religion  ?    This  caftigatot* 
finds  truth  variable,  he  bends  it  to  his  opinions,  and 
fits  it  to  his  purpofe.    How  unfortunate  for  the  caftiga- 
tor  that  truth  is  in  itfelf,  fo  flubborn,  fo  unmanageable  ? 
All  his  efforts  to  perplex  it  are  vain.    It  is  yet  true  that 
Peter  was  the  lirft  who   did  confefs  Chrift,  as  man, 
to  be  Son  of  God^  by  nature.    In  the  prophets'  days 
Chrift  was  not  yet  man,  they  therefore  did  not,  nor 
could  not,  confefs  him  to  be,  as  man,  true  Son  by 
nature,  of  the  Living  God.    This  firft  miftake  he  endea- 
vours to  enforce  by  another  :  Peter's  confeflion>,  fays  he, 
was  the  teftimony  of  his  faith  concerning  What  the  pro- 
phets had  written.    If  we  believe  the  evangelift,  Peter's 
confeffion  was  the  teftimony  of  his  faith  in  Jefus  Chrift, 
to  whom  hefpoke — whom  he  acknowledged  true-Son  of 
the  Living  God  ;  and  this  he  did  not  learn  from  the 
prophets,  whofe  writings,  in  all  appearance,  he  had  not 
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read,  but  from  the  immediate  revelation  of  God  :  61  blef- 
fed  art  thou  Simon,  fon  of  John,  faid  the  Saviour,  be- 
cause ftefh  and  blood  did  not  reveal  to  thee,  but  my 
Father*  who  is  in  Heaven." 

It  is  doubtful  whether  his  next  effort  to  perplex 
the  truth  be  the  effect  of  ignorance  or  artifice.  iC  If 
Peter's  excellent  confeffion  .produced  this  declaration 
upon  what  authority,"  fays  he,  u  does  the  writer 
overlook  his  confeffion  and  fix  on  his  perfon  as  the 
ba/is  of  the  church  ?"  Does  this  caftigator  think  Pe- 
ter's confeffion  fomething  really  diflincl  from  his  per- 
fon ?  If  fo,  his  ignora  ice  is  defpicable*  if  not,  why  does 
he  affign  a  mere  quality  which  has  no  independent  ex- 
igence as  the  balls  of  Chrift's  church  ?  Is  it  that  he  thinks* 
the  church  of  Cftrift  an  imaginary  Being  ?  The  writer 
how  tells  him  on  what  authority  he  fixes  on  Peter's  per- 
fon, and  not  on  his  confeffion  :  the  unerring  authority  of* 
Jefus  Chrift,  who  did  not  blefs  Peter's  confeffion,  but 
Peter  himfelf,  faying  :  "  bleffed  art  thou  Simon,  fon  of 
John,"  who  did  not  fpeak  to  Peter's  confeffion,  but  to 
his  perfon.  faying:  "I  fay  unto  thee,"  who  did  not 
call  Peter's  confeffion  a  rock,  but  Peter  himfelf,  faying-* 
"  rhou  art  a  rock,"  and,  finally,  who  did  not  fay  that  he 
would  build  his  church  on  Peter's  confeffion,  but  on  his 
perfon,  faying,  :  "  and  on  this  rock  will  I  build  my 
church."  To  this  the  writer  adds  a  fecond  authority, 
that  is,  tlie  authority  of  common  fenfe  :  Peter's  con- 
feffion of  faith  was  neither  the  foundation  of  the  church, 
nor  a  member  of  the  church,  nor, any  part  or  parcel  of 
the  church.  His  confeffion  of  faith  qualified  Peter  him- 
felf to  be  a  member  of  the  church,  and  the  almighty 
power  of  Chrift  performing  after  his  refurre&ion,  what 
he  then  promifed,  gave  him  the  ftrength  and  £>lidity 
neceffary  to  fupport  that  myfterious  building.  As  in  a 
material  building,  it  is  not  the  figure  nor  the  qualities  of 
the  ft  ones,  which  compofe  the  walls,  but  the  ftonesi 
themfelves,  ftiaped  and  fitted  by  the  builders. 

j*  The  fcriptures,"  he  fays,  "  declare  confeffion  to  be 
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\he  ground  on  which  the  church  {lands."  The  fcriptures 
do  not  fpeak  nonfenfe  ;  St*  Peter  thus  defcribes  the 
church  ;  Chrift  he  calls  a  living  Jione^  "  Litbon  Zonta" 
on  whom  the  faithful  are  built  as  living  Jlones^  -*  Lithoi 
Zontes  :"*  he  does  not  fay  that  ihe  faith  of  the  people 
was  raifed  on  the  faith  of  Chrift,  to  form  a  church  of 
thii  caftigator's  invention  :  faith  is  one  of  thefe  virtues 
which  Chrift  did  not  poffefs  :  there  is  no  other  Chrift  in 
whom  he  believed. 

illyricus,  and  his  aflbciates,  in  the  commencement  of 
the  Reformation,  had  collected  from  the  Fathers,  feveral 
pafiages,  fame  entire,  others  garbled,  all  infulated  and 
diftorted,  in  order  to  perfuade  their  deluded  followers, 
that  there  was  fome  limilarity  between  their  new 
doctrines  and  thefe  of  the  primitive  church;  from  this 
repertory  the  caftigator  tranfcribes  fome  pafTiges,  with 
which  he  makes  a  difplay  of  erudition,  which  coft  him 
the  labour  of  tranfcribing  and  tranflating.  If  artful, 
efforts  to  continue  a  deception,  and  lead  the  {tray  fheep 
to  the  precipice,  could  be  a  fubject  of  amufernent  to  a 
fober  man,  the  vanity  of  this  caftigator,  would  amufe, 
and  the  folly  of  obtruding  on  the  public  paffages,  from 
the  writings  of  men,  who  uniformly  condemn  the  er^ 
rors,  in  fupport  of  which  they  are  adduced,  would  ex- 
cite  a  fmile  of  contempt. 

The  firft  paflage  he  cites,  is  from  St.  Hilary,  who  fays^ 
"  this,  therefore,  is  the  only  immoveable  foundation, 
this  is  the  only  bleffed  rock,  which  Peter  confefTed  : 
thou  art  the  Chrift,  the  Son  of  the  living  God.*'  What 
chriflian  does  not  know  that  Chrift  is  the  immoveable 
rock,  the  primary  foundation  on  which  the  church  is 
built  ?  Does  it  follow  that  Chrift  did  not  call  his  difci- 
pie  Simon,  fon  of  John,  a  rock  ?  The  Syriac  term, 
Ktpha,  and  the  Greek  term,  Petros,  fignify  nothing 
elfe  but  a  rock.  Becaufe  Chrift  was,  and  is,  the  prima- 
ry foundation  of  the  church,  does  it  follow  that  he  did 
pdt  conftitute  Peter  a  fecondary  foundation  ?  St.  Hilary 
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did  not  think  fo  :  in  his  commentary  on  this  paffage  o£ 
St.  Matthew,  "  thou  art  Peter,  (a  rock)19  he  fays  : 
*c.  happy  foundation  of  the  church,  in  the  folemn  declara- 
tion of  a  new  name,  and  rock,  worthy  of  the  building  of 
it,  which  diffolves  the  bonds  of  hell !  l^efled  gate  keeper 
of  heaven  !"  this  is  one  of  the  Fathers  who  condemns 
Popery  !  Rifum  teneatis  Amid. 

He  next  adduces  a  paffage  from  St.  Auftin,  who  fays  : 
<£  the  church  is  at  prefent  affaulted  by  divers  trials,  as 
with  floods  and  ftorms,  but  it  is  not  deftroyed  :  becaufe 
it  is  founded  pn  the  rock,  whence  Peter  received  his 
name  for  the  rock  is  not  named  from  Peter,  but  he 
{rom  the  rock,  as  Chrift  is  not  named  from  the  chrifti- 
an,  but  the  chriftian  from  him;  on  this   account  the 
Lord  fays  :  *  upon  this  rock  I  will  build  my  church  \*  be- 
caufe Peter  had  faid  :  4  thou  art  the  Chrift,  the  Son  of. 
the  Living  God upon  this  rock,  therefore/  fays  he, 
*  which  thou  haft  confeffed,  I  will  build  my  church,'  for 
Chrift  is  the  rock  upon  which  Peter  himfelf  was  built." 
In  this  paffage  Peter's  prerogative  is  clearly  expreffed, 
and  another  truth  totally  fubverfive  of  new  modelled 
churches.    It  is  matter  of  furprife,  that  the  caftigator 
did  not  obferve  it.    Auftin  fays,  that  the  rock  was  not 
named  from  Peter,  but  he  from  the  rock  ;  that  Chrift 
is  the  rock  on  which  Peter  himfelf  was  built.    All  this 
is  unqueftionably  true.    Auftin,  therefore,  thought  that 
Peter  partook  of  the  ftability  of  that  rock,  from  which 
he  was  named,  and  on  which  he  was  built.  Auftin 
knew  that  a  name  impofed  by  God  in  the  fcriptures  in- 
variably expreffes;  the  prerogative  of  the  perfon.  Thus 
the  name  impofed  on  the  Father  of  the  Faithful,  by  his 
parents,  Abram,  which  fignifies  exalted  father,  was  chan- 
ged into  Abraham,  which  imports  father  of  a  multitude, 
and  the  reafon  afiigned  :  "becaufe,  faid  the  Lord,  I  have 
given  thee  father  to  a  multitude  of  nations.*    Chi  al 
hamon  goimnathathika.    The  name  Sarai,  which  fignifies 
my  Qveen,  was  changed   into  Sarah,  which  fignifies  a 
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£hieen,  without  reflection,  and  the  reafpn  alfb  afugned, 
becaufe  (he  was  to  be  the  Mother  of  Nations  and  Kings. 

A  fecond  truth,  as  yet  more  alarming,  Auftin  de- 
monftrates  in   that  paffage.'   "  The  church."  fays  he, 
"  is  aflaulted   by   divers  trials  as  with    floods  and 
ftorms  ;  but  it  is  not  deftroyed,  becaufe  it  ia  founded  on 
the  rock."    He  thought,  as  catholics  do  now,  that  floods 
and  ftorms,  trials  and  perfecutions.  the  u mted  efforts  of 
earth  and  hell  we<*e  ineffectual  a^inft  the  church  built 
on  the  rock,  that  is  founded  by  Chrift,  conducted  by  his 
Spirit,  and  protected  by  his  Almighty  Power.  Some 
reformers,  in  his  days,  had  faid,  that  the  church  had 
perifhed  :  this  bold  affertion  has  been  frequently  repeated 
fince  his  time  ;  hear  his  reply:  M  that  church,  which 
was  of  all  nations,  is  no  mere  ;  it  h  is  perifhed."  This, 
they  fay,  who  are  not  in  it.    The  impudent  affertion  ! 
Is  it  not,  becaufe  you  are  not  in  it  ?    See  leaft,  therefore,' 
you  be  not,  for  k  'will  be,  though  you  be  not.  This 
affertion  ;  abominable,  deteftable,  full  of  prcfumprio.n 
and  falfehood,  fupported  by  no  truth,  enlightened  by  no 
wifdom,  feafoned  by  no  fj It,  vain  ram,  precipitate,  per- 
nicious— the  Spirit  of  God  forefaw,  on  account  of  thofe 
who  fay  :  it  was,  and  it  is  not  ;  for  thofe,  who   fay  : 
the  fcriptures  are  fulfilled,  all  nations  have  believed,  but 
the  church  of  all  nations  has  apoftatifed,  it  has  perifhed. 
What  is  this  ?  Behold- 1  am  with  you  until  the  confumauti- 
on  of  the  age ... .  Why  is  it  that  you  fay  :  the  church  of 
ail  nations  has  perifhed,   when  ft  r  this  the  gofpel  h 
preached  that  it  may  be  in  all  nations  ?  Therefore,  until 
the  end  of  time,  the  church  in  all  nations  ;  fectaries  may 
perifh,  let  them  ceafe  to  be  what  they  are,  that  they 
may  be  what  they  are  not. 

In  the  paffage  adduced  by  the  caftigator,  St.  Auftin  fays: 
that  "  the  church  is  founded  on  Chrift,  the  Rock  which 
Peter  confeffed.  In  that  he  was  perfectly  correct.  But 
that  the  demonftrative  pronoun  taute,  this,  had  a  refer- 
ence to  Petrci,  a  Rock,  implied  in  the  proportion,  becaufe 
it  did  not  correfpond  with  Petros,  is  an  unfounded  con- 
jecture : 
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jefture  :  the  Greek  terms  Petros  or  Pefra  are  indifferently 
ufed  to  fignify  a  Rockx  the  fenfe  imported  by  the  Syriac 
term  Kepha.  the  name  which  the  Saviour  impofed  on  his 
difcipie  Sipion,  fon  of  John— -this  we  know  from  the 
Evangelift,  St.  John,  i,  43  :  "  Thou  art  Simon,  fon  of 
John  ;  thou  malt  be  called  Kepbas,  which,  interpreted,  is 
Peter  "  Hence  the  Greek  tranflator  of  St.  Matthew  ufed 
theterm>  Petros  and  Petra,  of  the  fame  import,  as  if  to. 
explain  the  force  of  the  name  Petros  by  Petrh>  which  im- 
ports nothing  but  a  Reck.  This  introduced  a  diverfity  in 
the  Greek  expreflion,  which  is  not  found  in  the  Syriac, 
the  language  then  in  ufe  amongft  the  Jews.  This  diverfity 
in  the  exprefiion,  which  St.  Auftin,  not  underilanding  the 
Syriac  language,  did  not  know,  led  him  to  conjecture 
that  the  article  iaute.  this,  not  being  of  the  fame  gender 
with  Patrosy  had  a  reference  to  fome  other  Rock,  and,  as 
Chrifl  is  frequently  called  a  Rock  in  the  fcriptures,  St. 
Auftin  thought  it  referred  to  him.  If  he  had  known  that 
this  diverfity  did  not  exift  in  the  language  fpokea  by  the 
Saviour,  he  mud.  have  feen  that  the  article  tautt^  tbisr 
could  have  no  reference  but  to  the  Rock  of  which  Chrift 
had  fpoken,  and  that  was  Peter ,  a  Rx>ck  :  no.  other  Rock 
was  mentioned  before.  Hence  we  find  that  Jerome,  who 
was  a  perfect  mafter  of  both  languages,  in  his  expofition 
of  the  paffagein  St.  Matthew,  refers  the  article  to  Peter; 
%  According  to  the  metaphor,  Petrd,  a  Reck,  k  is  rightly 
iaid— I  will  buiJd  my  church  on  thee  and,  in  his  letter 
to  Pope  Damafus  concerning  the  term  '  Uypofiafu*  then 
in  difpute,  he  fays,  fpeaking  of  the  Chair  (the  See)  of 
Peter :  " 1  know  that  the  church  is  buUt  on  this  Rock." 

That  St.  Auftin's  expofition  of  the  paffage  was  a  cob- 
jeclure,  founded  on  the  di verity  of  expreflion  introduced 
by  the  Greek  tranflator,  we  know  from  himfelf :  "  I  faid, 
in  fome  place,  of  the  apoflle  Peter,  that  on  him,  as  on  a 
Rock,  the  church  was  founded,  which  fenfe  is  fung  by 
the  mouths  of  many,  in  the  verfes  of  the  moft  bleffed 
Ambrofe  ;  who,  fpeaking  of  the  Cock,  fays  :  4  at  the 
crowing  of  the  Cock  the  Rock  of  the  Church  wafhes 
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away  his  Fault  I  know  alfo  that  very  often  after  I  ex- 
plained it  fo,  that  on  this  Rock  might  be  linderftood  on  him 
whom  Peter  confeffecr ;  for  it  was  not  faid  to  him  '  thou 
art  Petra  but  Petros9 — of  theie  two  expofitioris  the  reader 
may  chufe  that  which  he  thinks  the  more  probable. "* 

From  this  jpaffage  we  learn  that  though  Auftin,  de- 
ceived by  the  diverfity  of  expreflion,  introduced  into 
the  Greek  verfion,  thought  this  expofitidn  probable,  he 
thought  that  of  St.  Ambrofe  equally  probable,  and  more 
univerfally  adopted.  We  know  the  motive  of  his  con- 
jecture was  fallacious  :  for  Jerome  exprefsly  fays,  that 
Kepha  fignifies  a  rock  ;  and  in  the  Syriac  verlion  of  the 
©Id  Teftament,  the  Hebrew  terms  Selab,  a  rock,  is  inva- 
riably exprefled  by  the  Syriac  term  Kepha*  Hence  Am- 
brofe's  expofition  of  the  paffage  is  incontrovertibly  cor- 
rect ;  it  prevailed  in  his  time,  before  his  time^  and  after 
it.  Since  his  time,  there  can  be  no  doubt :  becaufe  the 
verfes  of  which  St.  Auftin  fpeaks,  compofe  the  hymn  for 
lauds  on  the  three  fundays  before  Lent,  in  the  Roman 
breviary  in  general  ufe.  It  is  true  thefe  Tons  of  plealure, 
the  reformed  Monk*,  with  the  arch-reformer  at  their 
head,  abjured  and  exploded  the  breviary  with  ail  other 
unprofitable  aufierities.    See  Review,  p.  1 54. 

In  Ambrofe's  time  we  know  it  to  prevail  from  his  own 
and  Auftin's  teftimony.  That  it  prevailed  before  his 
time,  we  have  the  teftimony  of  Greeks  and  Latins. 

Origen,  who  underfiood,  if  ever  man  did,  the  origi- 
nal fcriptures,  in  his  Komiiy  on  the  5th  of  Exodus,  fays  : 
"  fee  what  was  faid*  by  the  Lord  to  that  great  foundation 
of  the  church,  and  that  moft  firm  rock,  on  which  Chrifl 
founded  his  church  :  Man  of  little  faith,  why  have  you 
doubted  ?  It  was  Peter  whom  Chrift  thus  reproached, 
when  his  confidence  failed,  and  he  began  to  fink.'* 

Bafil,  in  his  fecond  book  againil  Eunomius,  fays  :  f*  Pe^ 
fcer,  for  the  excellence  of  his  faith,  received  on  himfelf 
the  building  of  the  church  Epiphanius  in  Anchora  : 
the  Lord  conftituted  Peter,  the  firft  of  the  apofties,  a 
Jblid  rock,  on  whom  the  church  of  God  is  built.,> 

Chryfoftom 

*  Lib.  1,  Ret. Cap.  ii. 
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j  Chryfoftom  in  his  55th  homily  on  St.  Matthew  s  "  ths 
Lord  faid  thou  art  Peter,  (a  rock)  and  on  thee  will  I  build 
my  church  f  ■  The  expoiition  of  the  Latins  coincides 
with  that  of  the  Greeks. 

Tertulliah  t  fct  was  any  thihg  concealed  from  Peter, 
called  the  rock,  on  which  the  church  was  to  be  built  ?" 

Cyprian,  in  his  letter  to  Quintus,  fays:  "  the  Lord 
chofe  Peter  firft.and  on  him  built  his  church," in  a. word, 
this  was  univei  lally  believed.  St*  Auftin  himfelf,  though 
he  thdught  it  probable  that  the  terms  this  rock,  might 
have  a  reference  to  ChriR,  did  not  prefume  to  contradict 
the  contrary  opinion,  nor  did  he  ever  doubt  of  Peter 
land  Peter's  fucceffors  in  the  See  of  Rome,  being  the  firft 
pallors  of  the  chriftian  church:  ih  his  letter  to  Glorius 
Eleufinus,  fpeaking.  of  pope  Melchiades,  he  f^ys  :  u  the 
good  man  !  the  child  of  chriftian  peace  and  father  of  the 
chriftian  people  !* 

The  writer  cites  a  paiTage  from  Auftin's  works.  The 
caftigator  may  disregard  his  authority,  but  he  will  find 
his  reafoning  invincible.  In  a  letter  to  Generofus,  yet  ex- 
tant, he  fays,  N°-  1  :  "  as  you  hold  the  chriftianity  not 
of  one  city  only,  nor  of  Africa  only,  nor  of  the  Afri- 
cans, but  of  the  whole  world,  which  was  announced, 
-and  is  announced  to  all  nations.  ....  It  has  been  evan- 
gelized to  you  by  the  prophetical  and  apoftolical  writ- 
ings, that  promifes  were  made  to  Abraham  and  to  his 
feed,  that  is,  to  Chf.ft,  when  God  faid  to  htm,  Gen. 
xxii.  18  :  <  in  thy  feed  fhall<r///  Nations  be  bleffed/  As 
you  have  thefe  promifes,  if  an  angei  from  heaven  mould 
fay  to  you,  relirquiih  the  chriftianity  of  the  world,  and 
hold  the  party  of  Donajtis,  he  Ought  to  be  accurfed,  be- 
caufe  he  would  endeavour  to  cut  you  off  from  the 
whole,  arid  thruft  you  into  a  part  j  and  cut  yoii  off  from 
the  promifes  of  God." 

What  does  the  cafttgator  think  of  this  reafoning  ? 
Is  it  true,  as  St.  Auftin  lays,  and  demoaftrates,  by  what 
has  all  the  appearance  of  concluftve  and  irreftftible  argu- 
ment, 

*  Ep,  43,  alias  162. 


frieht,  that  a  man,  even  an  angel,  who  would  form  a 
party  and  feparate  it  from  the  chriftianity  then  in  the 
world,  would  be  cut  off  from  the  promifes  of  God  ?  If 
fo  what  is  become  of  all  celebrated  reformers  ?  I  he 
'reforming  caftigator  would  do  well  to  refute  this  hrft 
part  of  Auftin's  reafoning :  it  moft  ferioufly  interefts 
himfelf,  and  his  flock. 

Auftin  continues,  N°«  2,  if,  fays  he,  the  order  of  bi- 
fhops  fucceeding  each  other  be  to  be  confidered,  how 
much  more  certainly  and  fafely  may  we  enumerate  froni 
Peter  himfelf,  to  whom,  as  he  bore  the  figure  of  the 
whole  church,  the  Lord  faid  :  on  this  rock  I  will  build 
my  church,  and  the  gates  of  hell  mall  not  overcome  it, 
Linus  fucceeded  Peter,  Clement  fucceeded  Linus,  Anac- 

letus  fucceeded  Clement,  then  Evariflus  

Anaftafius.    In  this  order  of  bifliops  in  fucceflion  there 
is  no  Donatift  bifhop  to  be  found. 

In  the  next  number  Auftin  folves  the  difficulties  againft 
catholics,  urged  from  the  immoral  lives  of  fome  popes, 
without  enquiring  whether  the  accufations  were  well 
or  ill-founded.  Difobedierice  to  exifting  authority,  by 
which  ail  factions,  whether  in  Church  or  State,  muft 
commence,  is  malked  by  the  pretence  of  correcting 
abufes.    If  no  real  abufe  exift,  the  leaders  of  a  faction, 
muft  invent  on  the  principle  of  felf-defence.  Hence, 
there  never  was  a  feet  formed,  who  did  not  bring  heavy 
accufations  againft  the  pontiff  then  in  being,  and  the 
catholic  prelates  in  communion  with  him.    From  thefe 
fources  the  century  writers  of  Magdeburgh,  and  Bower^ 
retail  that  collection  of  flander  againft  popes  and  pre- 
lates, nineteen   twentieths  of  which  are  bare-faced  ca- 
lumnies, contradicted   by  cotemporary  writers.  Hear 
Auftin's  reafoning  on  the  fubject,  N°-  3  :  "  if,"  fays  he, 
"  in  that  order  of  bifhops  continued  from  Peter  to  Anaf- 
tafius, who  now  holds  the  fams  See,  fome  traditor  ia 
the  times  fhould  have  crept,  it  would  not  prejudice  the 
church  nor  the  innocent:  chriftians,  to  whom  the  Lord, 
providing  for  it,  had  faid  of  bad  prelates.  Matt,  xxiii. 
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3,  'do  what  they  fay  ;  but  what  they  do,  do  not  do  : 
for  they  fay  and  they  do  not  do  that  the  hope  of  the 
faithful,  which  is  not  placed  in  man,  but  in  God,  may 
not  in  the  time  of  facrilegious  fchifm  be  confounded, 
as  they  are  confounded,  who  read  in  the  f acred  fcrip- 
tures,  churches  to  which  the  apoftleshave  not  written,  and 
in  them  have  no  bifliop." 

Chriilians,  who  to  elude  the  fanguinary  penal  laws 
enacted  againft  chriftianity,  and  enforced  with  the  ut- 
moft  rigor  by  the  Heathen  magiltrates  in  the  firft  ages, 
had  given  up  the  fcriptures,  or  the  facred  veffels  of  the 
church,  were  called  traditors,  and  confidered  as  apof- 
tates. 

Donatus,  of  Cola  Nigra,  in  311,  commenced  his  fchifm, 
which  fpread  its  baneful  influence  like  a  peftilence  over 
the  churches  of  Africa,  on  the  pretence  that  Felix, 
of  Aptong,  one  of  the  confecrators  of  Cascilian, 
arch-bifhop  of  Carthage,  was  a  traditor  ;  and  as  this 
frivolous  pretence  was  rejected  by  the  then  pope 
Melchiades,  and  his  fuccefibr  Syivefter,  the  donatifh  ac- 
cufed  the  popes, themfelves  of  being  traditots.  Though 
this  was  an  impudent,  and  ^atrocious  calumny,  Auftitl 
palled  it  unnoticed,  and  juliified  the  catholic  church  on 
the  general  principle. 

The  caftigator  next  cites  from  Auftin  and  Bafil,  of  Se^ 
leucia,  paffages  in  which  it  is  faid  that  the  church  is 
founded  on  Peter's  xonfeflion  of  faith.  Did  they  ex- 
clude his  per  fan?  We  applaud  a  man's  virrues,  we  cen- 
fure  his  vices.  Is  it  not  the  man  himfelf  whom  we  ap- 
plaud for  his  virtues  or  .cenfure  for  his  vices  ?  In  com- 
mon difcourfe  we  fay  :  a  man's  prudence  preferved  hini 
from  impending  danger,  or  his  rafhnefs  expofed  him  to 
ruin.  Whatever  is  faid  of  Peter's  confellion  of  faith  is 
rnanifeftly  underttocd  of  Peter  himfelf,  confeffing  his 
faith.  This  the  caftigator,  mult  know  if  he  knows  any 
thing  of  rhetoric,  which  the  writer  very  much  doubts, 
it  is  -matter  of  furpriie  to  hear  him  cite  Modeftus,  a 
Monk,   Abbot  of  the  monaftery  of  Saint  Theodafia  in 
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Jerufalem,  for  the  condemnation  of  popery.  And,  to  en- 
creafe  our  furprile,  his  words,  as  cited  by  the  caftigator, 
fhew  him  to  have  been  as  arrant  a  papift  as  the  writer  : 
"the  firft  fruits  or  chief  of  the  apoftles,"  fays  Modeftus, 
"was  called  Peter  (a  rock),  on  account  of  the  unfhaken 
faith  which  he  had  in  Chrift  the  rock."  In  this  pafTage 
we  find  that  Peter  was  the  firft  fruits  of  the  apoftles  :  a- 
manifeft  allufion  to  that  fentence  of  St.  Paul,  i  cor.  xv, 
20,  which,  intimating  that  Chrift  is  the  head  and  chief 
of  all  the  elect,  and  the  author  of  the  refurreelion,  calls 
him  "  the  firft  fruits  of  thofe  who  reft  in  death)  aparche 
ton  kokoimemenon  we  find  alfo  that  Peter  was  chief  of  the 
apoftles ;  that  he  was.  called  a  rock,  for  the  name  Peter 
fignifies  nothing  elfe,  on  account  of  his  unftiaken  faith 
in  Chrift,  the  rock.  That  is,  in  other  words  that  the 
Saviour,  to  reward  the  fiith  of  his  difcipie,  impofed  oa 
him  a  name  which  the  fcriptures  elfewhere  appropriate 
to  Chrift  himfelf.  What  modern  papift  fpeaks  of  Peter's 
prerogative  with  greater  energy  ? 

His  next  citation  is  from  Pope  Gregory,  firnamed  the 
Great.  He  forgot  to  inform  his  readers  of  Nova-Scotia, 
that  this  Pope  Gregory,  was*the  man,  who  fent  Auftin,a 
Benedictine  Monk,  with  other  Monks  from  the  monafte- 
ry  of  St.  Andrew  in  Rome,  to  England  ;  that  to  thefe 
Monks  England  owes  her  converfion  to  chriftianity 
from  the  moft  blind,  rather  brutal,  Idolatry;  that  the 
fame  chriftianity,  planted  in  England  by  the  labours  of 
thefe  Monks,  charged  with  ail  the  pretended  fuperftitions 
to  which  Paplfts  now- a-days  are  addicted,  was  the  only 
religion  believed  and  taught  in  England  from  Pope  Gre- 
gory's days,  in  the  year  596,  until  the  parliament  in 
1 533,  thought  proper  to  transfer  the  pontifical  authority, 
together  with  all  other  fpiritual  authority,  on  that  new 
modelled  pontiff  Henry  VIII.  of  reforming  memory. 
This  {ketch  of  EngliOi  hiftory  was  not  much  to  the  caf- 
tigator's  purppfe  :  it  is  an  alarming  reflection,  that  our 
chriftian  anceftors,  the  memory  and  marks  of  whofe  pie- 
ty are  yet  vifible,  were  arrant  Papifts  during  a  fpace  of  937 
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years,  if  Popery  and  Idolatry  be  fynonimous,  and  doubly 
alarming  to  the  caftigator  and  his  friends  if  they  were  in 
reality  chriftians  :  from  their  graves  they  feem  to  call  on 
their  children  :  redite  ad  cer  prevaricator es. 

Gregory,  as  cited  by  the  c?ftigator,  fays,  what  no 
chriftian  ever  doubted,  that  Chrift  is  the  only  rock  on 
which  the  church  is  founded  ;  but  Gregory  does  not 
fay  that  Chrift  did  not  call  his  difciple  Simon  a  rock; 
nor  does  he  fay  that  the  prophets  and  apoftles,  in  a  cer- 
tain fenfe,  are  not  the  foundation  of  the  church  ;  and  St. 
Paul  exprefsly  fays  they  are,  Eph.  ii.  "  built  on  the 
foundation  of  the  apoftles  and  prophets,  Chrift  himfel£. 
being  the  great  corner  ftone."  In  the  ftruclure  of  the 
church,  defcribed  by  St.  Paul,  the  faithful  themfclves, 
not  their  faith,  nor  the  confeflion  of  their  faith,  com- 
pofe  the  fpiritual  building  :  firft  Jefus  Chrift,  then  the 
apoftles  and  prophets,  then  all  their  difciples  united  form 
that  fociety,  which  the  apcftle  calls  the  Houfe  of  God. 
Gregory  was  fo  far  from  difputing  Peter's  appointment's 
a  fecondary  foundation,  that  he  afferts  it  in  the  moft  per- 
emptory'manner  :  *cto  all,"  fays  he,  %  whc*  know  the 
gofpel,  it  ismanifeft,  that,  by  the  voice  of  the  Lord,  the 
care  of  the  whole  church  was  committed  to  the  blefled 
Peter,  prince  of  the  apoftles  :  for  to  him  is  faid,  "  thou 
art  a  rock,  and  on  this  rock  I  Will  build  my  church. "* 

That  Gregory  did  himfelf  exercife  this  fpiritual  juris- 
diction, which  was  tranfmitted  to  him  in  fucceflion, 
from  St.  Peter  over  the  whole  chriftian  church,  we  have 
the  moft  fatisfactory  evidence  in  his  own  writings,  and 
in  all  the  monuments  of  that  age  :  in  his  letter  to  John, 
Bifhop  of  Syracufe,  he  fays  :  "  of  the  church  of  Con- 
ftantinople  who  doubts  that  it  is  fubjecl:  to  the  Apoftoli- 
cal  See  ?  What  our  Lord  the  Moft  Pious  Emperor,  and 
our  Brother  Eufebius,  Bifhop  of  the  fame  city,  inceflant- 
ly  profefs  :"t  in  the  next  letter  to  the  fame  Prelate  : 
"  that"  he  fays,  "  he  is  fubjed  to  the  Apoftolical  See* 
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if  any  fault  be  found  in  Bifiiops,  I  do  not  know  what 
Bifhop  is  not  fubjecT  to  it. 

The  caftigator  did  not  think  proper  to  cite  from  other 
writers  on  this  fubjecr.  :  he  has  been  extremely  unlucky 
in  his  feiecUon  :  perhaps  thofe  whom  hefuppreifed  would 
not  have  been  fo  explicit  in  his  condemnation* 

The  Roroifh  church,  he  fays,  views  thefe  words  as  one 
of  the  principal  proofs  of  Peter's  fupremacy.  Trie  writer 
begs  leave  to  inform  him,  that  if  thefe  words  had  been 
expunged  from  the  gospel,  the  mofl  unerring  proof,  and 
at  the  fame  time  the  mofl  invincible  proof,  of  Peter's  fu- 
premacy would  yet  remain.  The  writer,  he  (ays,  did  not 
think  proper  to  give  them  an  extenfive  difcuftion  in  his 
remarks  on  Doctor  St anfer.  True  ;  he  did  not  think 
an  extenfive  difcuffion  necefTary.  He  has  now  fuppUed 
he  hopes  to  the  caftigator's  fatisfactton . 

He  has  but  to  ad  J,  that  the  metaphorical  expreflion 
rock,  on  which  the  church  is  founded,  imports  the  un- 
Ihaken  ftability  of  that  rnyfterious  edifice,  and  the  pre- 
eminence of  the  perfon  thus  denominated  :  for  it  is  the 
foundation  which  fupports  the  weight  of  the  building, 
and  unites  the  different  parts  into  one  individual  whole. 
The  converfion  of  the  world  was  effected  by  the  joint 
labours  of  the  apoftles  and  their  fucceffors  in  office,  each 
apoftle  was  the  firft  founder,  or  the  foundation  of  the 
qhurch  formed  by  his  mimicry  ;  all  thefe  churches  being- 
integrant  parts  of  that  one  great  whole  the  catholic 
church,  Peter  was  nominated,  in  prefence  of  the  other 
apoftles,  as  that  one  foundation,  which  collects  and  ce- 
ments all  the  integrant  parts^.  Hence  St.  Jerom,  in  his 
firft  bookagainft  that  apoftate  monk  J  ,vinienr  explain- 
ing in  what  fenfe  the  church  is  faid  to  be  built  on  Peter, 
fays  :  the  firmnefs  of  the  church  is  foli  dated  equally  on 
all  the  apofiles,  yet  for  this,  amongft  the  twelve,  one  is 
chofen,  that  the  head  being  conftituted,  the  occafion  of 
fchifm  mould  be  removed. 

v  After  this  firft  effort,  not  to  refute,  of  that  he  felt  the 
impoflibility,  but  to  perplex  the  truth  by  fome  garbled 
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paffages  from  catholic  writers,  which  in  the  intended 
fenfe,  confounded  his  errors,  as  has  been  (hewn,  he  paflfes 
to  a  fecond  proof  of  Peter's  fupremacy,  Supprefiing  in, 
filence  the  peremptory  reafons  afligned  by  the  writer  in 
his  remarks  on  Doctor  Stanfer*s,  p.  145.  . . .  to  which 
the  reader  is  referred,  the  caftigator  tells  us  that  the^ 
keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven  and  the  power- of  bind- 
ing and  loofing  are  fynonimous  :  the  faviour  did  not 
think  fo,  or  he  would  not  have  faid  to  Peter,  in  prefence 
of  the  other  apoftles,  "I  will  give  to  thee  the  keys  of 
the  kingdom  of  heaven/'  and  then  immediately  fubjoin 
"  whatfoever  thou  fhalt  bind  on  earth,  ihall  be  bound 
in  heaven,  and  whatsoever  thou  fhall  lopfe  on  earth,  (halt 
be  loofed  in  heaven.  This  latter  fen  tence  is  not  per- 
fectly fynonimous  with  the  former  :  for  Chrift  did 
not  multiply  words  of  the  fame  import  :  it  wasincon- 
fiftent  with  his  wifdo.nv  The  former  fentence  imports 
the  fupreme  government  of  Chrift' s  kingdom  on  earthy 
as  the  writer  has.  ftiewn  in  his  remarks  on  Dodtor  Stan- 
fer's,  p.  145. . the  latter  the  powers  to  heexercifedby 
his  minifters,  of  whom  Peter" was  the  firft  in  this  king- 
dom. That  is  the  power  of  enacting  laws  for  the  good 
government  of  the  different  departments  of  his  king- 
dom, and  removing  obftacles  which  impede  its  pro- 
grefs.  A  power  which  was  vefted  in  all  the  apoftles  af- 
ter by  the  fame  words,  a,nd  in  this  fenfe  the  keys  were 
given  not  to  Peter  alone,  nor  to  the  apoftles  alone,  but 
to  them,  and  through  them,  to  all  biftxops,  their  rightful, 
fucceffors  in  office,  a  power  which  they  now  exercife,  and 
will  continue  to  exercife  to  the  end  of  time,  though  not 
one  of  them  does,  or  ever  did  claim  the  fupreme  govern- 
ment but  the  rightful  fucceflbr  of  Peter. 

Thus  in  all  well  regulated  kingdoms  not  only  the  fu- 
preme, but  all  fubordinate  Legiftatures  are  vefted  with 
powers  to  ena&  laws,  and  enforce  them  within  their 
refpecHve  jurifdiclions  ;  it  is  referved  to  the  fupreme 
power  to  fuperintend  them  all.  Thus,  for  inftance,  the 
Legiflature  of  Halifax  is  vefted  with  powers  to  enad 
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laws  for  this  Province,  and  enforce  them.  It  is  not  th& 
lefs  fiibjed  to  the  controul  of  the  Britifll  Parliament. 
The  power,  therefore,  of  binding  and  loofing  is  not 
fyhonimous  with  the  fupreme  government  imported  by 
the  metaphor  of  the  keys. 

The  writer  fays,  the  caftigator  was  aware  of  this  ob- 
jection. True,  and  ftated  reafons  which  expofe  its 
vanity,  he  does  not  garble*paffages  from  others  to  per- 
plex the  truth  :  he  folves  difficulties  by  fair  argument, 
a  fcience,  which  the  caftigator,  has  yet  to  learn. 

The  reafons  offered  in  fupport  of  Peter's  fupremacy 
are  not  convincing,  if  we  believe  this  caftigator,  as  a 
highwayman  accufed  of  robbery  will  not  admit,  that  he 
is  guilty  of  the  offence  with  which  he  is  charged,  yet  if 
the  proofs  be  fa tisfaftory  to  the  court  and  jury,  he  is 
not  the  lefs  ordered  for  execution.  Reafons,  therefore* 
may  carry  conviction,  they  may  even  imprefs  it  on  the 
mind,  but  cannot  force  artful  impGfture  or  perverfe  ob- 
ilinacy  to  acknowledge  it.  The  man  whofe  intereft  it  i$ 
to  perplex,  not  to  elucidate  truth,  feizes  with  avidity  on 
every  fhadow,  which  may  ferVe  as  a  fubterfuge.  The 
caftigator  has  hitherto  been  unlucky,  his  next  effort  is 
not  lefs  fo,  he  cites  the  following  paffage  from  St. 
Auftin,  in  which  there  is  not  even  a  fhadow  to  fupport 
his  pretenftons  :  "  fome  things,  fays  Auftin,  are  fpoken, 
which  may  feem  properly  to  belong  to  the  apoftle  Peter, 
and  yet  have  not  a  clear  fenfe  but  when  they  are  referred 
to  the  chuich  as  that  is,  1  will  give  thee  the  keys  of  the 
Kingdom  of  Heaven"  Without  a  reference  to  the  church, 
thefe  words  would  convey  no  fenfe  at  all :  for  Chriil 
did  npt  prornife  to  veft  in  Peter  a  power  over  that 
kingdom  of  Heaven,  where  he  manifefts  himfelf  to  the 
angels  of  light,  and  to  the  departed  faints  :  the  power 
which  he  promifed  to  give  hirn  muft  beexercifed  in'his 
kingdom  here  on  earth  ;  that  is,  in  his  church  :  What 
other  kingdom  had  he  on  earth  ?  Nor  were  the  keys 
given  to  Peter  to  be  ufed  by  him  exclufively  :  they 
were  given  to  him  as  chief  paftor  .of  Chrift's  flock,  and 
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through  him  to  all  the  fubordinate  paftors  for  the  uft  of 
the  flock,  as  a  privilegi  granted  by  a  fovereign  prince  to 
any  province  is  given  through  the  firft  magiftrate,  who 
represents  the  Province.,  This  Auftin  intimates  in  the 
fame  paflage  as  cited  by  the  cattigatcr,  p,  44  :  <6  as 
fome  things  are  fpoken  which  may  feem  properly  to  be- 
long to  Peter,  and  yet  have  not  . a  clear  fenfe,  but 
when  referred  to  the  church  (of  which  he  is  acknow- 
ledged to  have  represented  the  perfon,  in  a  figure 
becaufe  of  the  primacy, ;  which  he  had  among  tha 
apoftles)  this  parcnlhefis,  in  which  St.  Auftin  deter- 
mines the  genuine  fenfe  of  the  former  fentence,  not  be- 
ing much  to  the  caftigator's  purpofe,  he  prudently  fup- 
prefTed*  Peter9 s  primacy  among  the  apoftles  has  a  harm, 
difagreeable  found.  What  folly  to  cite  it  at  all !  Auftin 
did  not  confine  this  primacy  to  Peter  alone,  if  we  believe 
him  :  "  the  primacy  of  the  Apoftolical  See,  always 
flourifhed  in  the  Roman  church.*" 

His  next  citation  is  from  St.  Jerome,  a  garbled  paffage, 
of  which  the  moil  material  part  is  fupprelTed,  not  by  the 
caftigator,  for  the  writer  does  not  fufpect  him  to  have 
read  aline  in  the  voluminous  works  df that  celebrated 
writer  of  antiquity,  but  by  Francowiz,  firname^  Flaccus 
lilyricus,  in  his  catalogue  efwitnefles'  The  repertory  from 
which  the  caftigator  hds  filled  a  volume*  "  the  church, 
fays  Jerome,  is  founded  on  all  the  apoftles,  and  all 
-have  received  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven^ 
and  the  firmnefs  of  the  church  refts  upon  them 
equally.  Thus  far  the  ca$igator  Jerome  adds  yet  for 
this  amqgfi  the  twelve  one  is  chofm  that  the  head  being  com 
fiitutcd^  the  occafion  of  fchifm  might  be  removed.  In  this  we 
have  a  good  fpedmen  of  Illyricus's  candour  in  citing  his 
witnefles. 

But  it  furpaffes  effrontery  to  cite  for  the  condemna- 
tion of  popery  a  work  profeiledly  written  in  'vindication 
of  what  new  modelled  ininifters  call  popifli  fuperftittons 
and  unprofitable    aufterities.    Jovinian,  againft  whom 
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jerom  Wrote,  was  a  monk,  paffed  tome  years  of  his  life 
ib  an  auftere  monaftery  at  Milan,  fubjed  to  monaftic, 
rules  ;  impatient  of  reftraint,  and  defirous  of  indulging 
his  appetites,  he  retired  from  Milan  to  Rome;  to  juiiify 
his  apoftacy,  and  retain  fome  (hare  of  public  confidence, 
he  pretended  that  falls  and  abftinence  were  unprofitable 
aufterities,  and  as  he  did  not  confine  his  amufements  to 
the  pleafiires  of  the  table  alone,  he  added  that  celibacy 
was  not  preferable  to  the  married  ftate  \  that  the  Virgin 
Mary  did  not  continue  a  virgin  after  the  birth  of  Chriftj 
with  fome  other  extravagancies,  for  error  knows  no 
bounds.  Againft  theie  errors  St.  jerom  wrote  the  work 
which  the  caftigator,  on  the  credit  of  Illyricus,  cites 
for  the  condemnation  of  popery  \  Obftupefcte  Cali  fu* 
fet  hoc  1 

The  writer  in  his  remarks  on  Doclor  Stanfer  had 
faid  :  "  to  which  of  the  ocher  apoftles  did  Chrift  fay: 
*  I  have  prayed  for  thee,  that  thy  faith  fliould  not  ceafe  r 
Which  of  them  did  he  order,  after  his  converfion,  to 
confirm  his  brethren  r  <  The  caftigator*  to  fliew,  as  he 
pretends,  that  Chrift's  words  imports  no  privilege  or 
prerogative,  gives  what  he  calls  a  plain  ftatement  o£ 
tranfactions.  He  introduces  Satan  preparing  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  Chrift's  fufTerings,  and  make  an  attack  on  all 
the  apoftles,  "  but  his  principal  force  was  to  be  directed 
againft  Peter."  Satan,  therefore,  thought  Peter  a  prime 
leader  amongft  the  apoftles,  or  his  principal  force  would 
not  be  directed  againft  him.  '*  Satan,"  he  fays,  "  might 
imagine  that  prefumption  and  cowardice  are  pretty  near 
a-kin,  and  might  hope  to  deprefs  Peter's  fpirits,  as  he 
had  excited  his  arrogance."  Satan,  therefore,  knew  the 
critical  fituation  of  the  apoftles  ;  he  knew  the  difpofiti- 
ons  of  their  minds  ;  he  was  capable,  by  his  fuggeftions, 
of  exciting  their  arrogance  and  depreffing  their  fpirits. 
In  another  part  of  his  work  we  find  this  caftigator  rack 
his  imagination  to  fhew  that  the  angels  of  light  know 
nothing  of  our  fituation  in  Jife  ;  that  they  can  afford  us 
neither  relief  nor  affiftance  in  our  neceflkies.    Thus  he 
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afcribes  to  the  evil  fpirit  a  knowledge  and  power,  which, 
he  refufcs  to  the  angels  of  light,  Into  what  monftrous 
abfurdities  does  the  fpirit  of  illufion  lead  men  in  fup- 
port  of  any  opinion,  however  ridiculous,  which  they 
once  adopt  !  The  writer  partes  Unnoticed  die  indecency 
of  calling  the  indifcreti©n  and  weaknefs  of  the  apoftle, 
by  which  it  is  acknowledged  that  he  finned  greivouflyj 
by  the  harm,  epithets  of pre fumptwft,  cowardice,  zn&arrb- 
ganee.  The  enmity  expreffed  agairift  the  apoftle,  in  this 
place,  and  in  other  parts  of  the  caftigator's  work,  againft 
the  faints  who  (land  before  the  Throne  of  God,  is  a 
perfect,  image,  if  not  an  emanation  of  that  rancour, 
which  the  apoftate  angels  conceived,  and  yet  retain* 
againft  the  angels  of  light,  who  perfevered  in  truth  and 
humble  obedience  to  their  Creator.  Yet  after  all  Chrift's 
words  were  not  empty  founds  :  they  convey  fome  idea, 
and  if  they  import  neither  prerogative  nor  privilege* 
they  convey  no  idea  at  all.  The  caftigator  does  not 
even  attempt  to  affix  any  fenfe  to  them.  He  endeavurS 
to  divert  the  minds  of  his  readers  to  Satan's  wiles  and 
Peter's  prefumption,  from  which  he  pretends  to  con- 
clude "  that  Chrift  only  intended  to  {hew  the  fovereign- 
ty  of  his  grace  to  back-iliders  by  affuring  Peter,  that 
though  the  exercife  of  his  faith  might  terminate,  ilill  as 
a  principle  it  would  remain  in  his  heart."  In  this  new- 
fangled comment  there  are  as  many  errors  as  lines. 
Men'i  intentions  are  deduced  from  their  words.  Chrift 
did  not  fpeak  a  word  of  the  fovereignty  of  his  grace  \ 
nor  of  the  exercife  of  Peter's  faith  ;  but  of  his  faith,  of 
this  he  faid  :  it  will  not  fail :  nor  could  it  be  his  intention 
to  confole  Peter  under  his  misfortune,  for  Peter  did  not 
then  forefee  it :  it  was  not  yet  foretold.  The  genuine 
fenfe  of  the  paffage  is  to  be  collected  from  Chrift's  own 
words  :  he  (peaks  to  Peter  :  "  Simon,  Simon,  Satan  has 
afked  for  ye,  that  he  might  fift  ye  as  wheat."  From  this 
firft  fentence  it  appears,  that  Satan  can  exercife  no  cruel- 
lies, either  by  himfelf,  or  his  emiffaries,  on  the  people  of 
God,  without  a  permiffion  j  it  appears  alfot  that  Satan 
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was  defirous, of  tempting  not  only  Peter,  but  all  theapoftles, 
and  the  whole  church  of  God,  not  only  then,  but  in  all 
future  ages,  The  Saviour's  words,  though  directed  to  Pe- 
ter, were  general,  an  i  muft  be  understood  of  the  whole 
church,  which  Peter  as  its  firft  paftorin  the  divine  prefci- 
ence  reprefentedj  for  this  is  one  of  thofe  expreflions, 
which,  though  faid  of  Peter5cannot  convey  a  clear fenfe but 
when  referred  tox  th$  church,    tu  the.  next  fentence  the 
Saviour  confines  his  words  to  Peter,  faying:  "but! 
have  prayed  for  thee,  that  thy  faith  ihouid  not  fail,  or  be 
eclipfed,"  as  it  is  in  the  original  text  ekkipL  This  prayer 
cannot  be  underftood  of  Peter's  final  perfeverarice  in 
juftice  :  fgt,  Chrift  did  not  pray  a  fecond  time  for  the 
fame  thing,  and  he  prayed  for  the  final  perfeverance  of 
all  the  elect  of  whom  Peter  was  one — John  xvii.    "  Holy 
father  preferve  tlxofe  in  my  name,  whom  you  have  given 
Xp  me  ;"  nor  did  he  pray  for  Peter,  as  reprefenting  the 
whole  church,  becaufe  he  ordered  him  in  virtue  of  this 
privilege  conferred  on  hlrn  to  confirm  his  brethren,  the 
church  has  bo  brethren,  all  chriftians  are  its  children,  the 
prayer  of  Jefus  Chrift  muft   be  underftood  of  a  preroga- 
tive conferred  on  the  firft  paftor  of  his  church,  whofe  of- 
ficial duty  it  is  to  confirm  hh4  brethren  in  the  faith,  or 
as  the  text  has  it,  to  fix  the  m  firmly- — Sterixon.  And  as  this 
prerogative  imports  an  official  duty  for  the  welfare  of  the 
church,  it  will  continue  in   Peter's  fucceffor s   whilft , 
chrift's  care  of  his  church  continues,  and  that  will  be  un- 
til the  end  of  time* 

The  caftigator  comes  at  length  to  difcufs  thefe  words 
of  the  Saviour  to  Peter:  "  feed  my  fheep,  feed  my 
lambs."  Pafling  in  filence  the  invincible  reafons  by  which 
the  writer  in  his  remarks  on  Doctor  Stanfer,  p.  144.  .... 
has  demonftratively  fhewn,  that  thefe  words  cannot  be 
underftood  in  any  other  fenfe,  but  as  conftUutmg  Peter 
Supreme  Paftor  of  Chrift's  flock  on  earth,  he  attempts 
fume  filly  evafions,  which  the  writer  now  examines  :  It 
will  not  be  denied,"  fays  he,  p.33,  "that  the  Greek  word, 
which  fignifies  to  feed,  denotes  alfo  to  govern,"  but  he 

thinks^ 


thinks  the  mpft  natural  idea  is  to  feed  the  fheep,  riot  to 
rule  them.  To  this  the  writer  replies,  and  he  is  fup- 
ported  by  the  fenfe  of  mankind,  that  the  one  imports  the 
other :  that  the  mepherd  has  the  power  of  leading  the 
fheep  to  wholefome  pafture  ;  to  fence  their  paftures  a~ 
gain  ft  the  incurftons  of  the  wolf  or  the  bear  ;  to  confine 
the  fheep  within  their  own  paftures,  and  that  the  fheep  are 
obliged  to  obey  hirn,  are  truths  which  no  man  who  has 
any  remains  of  reafon  will  deny.  Hence  the  term  Paftor  is 
ufed,  both  in  facred  and  prophane  hiftory,  to  fignify  a 
Sovereign  Ruler.'  Homer,  in  the  fecond  book  of  the 
friad,  frequently  calls  Agamemnon  the  paftor  of  the 
people  :  Thus  for  inftance 

248.-— 0/  'photo  neikeion   Agamemmna  polmena  Lain.—* 
Therfites. 

Thus  fpoke,  reproaching  Agamemnon  the  paftor  of 
nations.-— Therfites, 

The  Lord  fpeaking  by  the  prophet  Ifaias  calls  that  ce- 
lebrated conqueror  Cyrus  his  paftor,  "  who  fays  to 
Cyrus  my  paftor,  haomeir  le  chores  rohh'u  x.  L.  iv,  28.  The 
verbs  to  feed  and  to  rule  are  promifcuoufly  ufed  by  the 
facred  penmen.  Thus  Ps.  K;'*!  thou  fhalt  rule  them  witK 
a  rod  of  iron,"  in  the  original  ;  tf  thou  ftiak  feed  them/' 
Thcropham  be  Shebet  barrel.  Hence  the  evangelift  St. 
Matthew  ii.  in  this  paffage  cited  from  Micheas  8th, 
*c  from  thee  mall  come  forth  for  me,  a  leader  who  will 
feed  my  people '  IfraeV*  expreffes  the  Hebrew  term 
Mofhel^  which  fignifies  zfovereign  by  the  Greek  terms 
Egoumenos  cftis poimane'i"  That  is  a  leader  who  feeds. 
Though  the  caftigator  admits  that  the  Greek  term 
c poimane?  fignifies  to  rule  as  well  as  to  feed.  He  pretends 
that  the  Council  of  Trent  will  not  admit  this  acceptation : 
%i  The  Council,"  fays  he,  €i  has  decreed  that  no  perfon 
{hall  dare  or  prefunie  to  reject  the  Vulgate  on  any  pre- 
tence whatfoever  in  difpu rations/*  But  the  Council  does 
not  forbid  any  perfon  to  underftand  the  Vulgate  in  the 
fenfe  intended  by  the  infpired  writers^  which  the  terms 


in  the  Vulgate  exprefs  with  great  correflnefs  and  propria 
ty  ;  nor  does  the  council  forbid  a  recourfe  to  the  lan- 
guages, in  which  the  (captures  were'  originally  written, 
to  fix   precifely  the  fenfe  where  it  may  not  appear  fo 
linear  in  the  Vulgate  verfion.  The  council,  in  that  decree, 
does  not  (peak  of  tl^e  Hebrew,  Syriac  or  Gr  eek  editions' 
pf  the    fcriptures    at    all.    That    venerable    alTem  • 
biy,  compofed  of  the  chief  paftors  of  Chrr'n.  rai, 
with  its  firft  pallor   at  their   head,  directed   by  n  e 
fpirit  of  wifdorn,  as  an    antidote  againit   the  con- 
tagion of  error,    which,    like  lighterin  g,   blasted  fo 
many -infatuated. mortals l  in  them  unhappy  days,  of  the 
many  latin  verfions  then  difperfed,  declared  one  on!y  au- 
thentic.   The  prelates  faw,  with  altoniflimcnt,  that,  un- 
der pretence  of  enlightening  the  people,  the  fources  of 
life,  that  is,  the  divine  fcriptures,  werepoifoned  by  an 
immenfe  variety  of  yeriions  agreeing  in  nothing  but  their 
difagreement ;  each  new  teacher,  inftead  of  correcting  his 
opinions  by  the  fcriptures,  fitting  the  fcriptures  to  his 
preconceived  opinions,  and  obtruding  the  ravings  of  his 
imagination  on  his  deluded  followers  as  the  pure  word  of 
God.    Hence  the  Council,  after  fpecifying  the  books  of 
the  old  and  new  teftament,  which  the  catholic  church 
holds  to  be  canonical,  and  for  which  {he  anfwers  to  her 
children,  fays  :  "  moreover  ?  the  fame  holy  Synod,  con- 
fidering  that  it  will  be  of  no  fmall  advantage  to  the 
Church  of  God  if,  of  the  many  editions  of  the  fcriptures 
difperfed,  that,  which  is  authentic  may  be  known,  de- 
crees and  declares  that,  that  old  and  common  edition  (vulga- 
ia  editio)  approved  in  the  church  by  the  long  ufe  of  fo 

many  ages  .....  be  held  for  authentic  "  Sefs.  4°. 

This  vulgate  edition  had  been  exclusively  in  ufe,  in  the 
^atin  church,  for  many  ages  ;  in  it  there  were  no  errors 
againll  faith  or  morality  ;  the  text  was  not  corrupted 
by  artifice  or  hypocrify,  which,  under  pretence  of  redu- 
cing religion  to  primitive  fimplicity,  corrupted  both  the 
faith  and  morals  of  the  incautious  victims  of  its  delufi- 
<on  :  To  prevent  typographical  errors,  and  correct  thefe, 
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which,  through  the  negled  of  printers  and  tranfcnber^ 
before  the  art  of  printing  was  known,  had  unavoidably 
crept  into  many  copies,  the  council  took  the  moft  wife 
and  effectual  meafures.  The  fame  precautions  are  ta- 
ken by  their  fucceffors  :  if  two  copies  be  found  differ- 
ent in  the  verfion,  a  recourfe  to  the  original  fhews 
where  the  error  lies  :  thus,  for  inftance,  in  fome  copies 
of  the  vulgate  we  find  this  paflage,  Jos.  5th,  in  the 
affirmative  :  *f  to  whom  he  fwore  that  he  would  fhewT 
them  a  land  flowing  with  milk  and  honey  im  other 
copies,  it  is  in  the  contrary  fenfe  :  "  to  whom  he  fwore 
that  he  would  not  fliew  them  the  land  flowing  with, 
milk  and  honey  this  is  the  true  reading:  for  m  all" 
the  Hebrew  copies  the  negative  particle,  lebUthi,  is  found, 

If  all  the  copies  of  the  Vulgate  agree,  and  that  a  material 
difference  in  fenfe  appear  between  them  and  the  pi:efent 
Hebrew  text,  it  i?  manifeft  that  fome  typographical  error? 
or  inadyertent  fault  of  tranferibers,  has  altered  the  Hebrew 
text.  In  the  edition  now  before  the  writer  there  are 
fometimes  forty,  fometimes  fifty  or  more,  different  read^ 
ings  marked  in  the  fame  page. 

Though  the  caftigator  may  not  think  the  united  wifdom. 
of  the  Romifh  church  and  of  all  her  pallors  in  council 
arffembled,  equal  to  his  own,  will  he  permit  us  credulous 
catholics  to  think  it  equal  to  that  of  the  fer van t  maid,  or 
even  of  his  better  half,  if  he  has  not  endowed  her  with 
all  his  mind  as  well  as  his  body  and  worldly  fubflance  ? 
We  have  even  the  fimplicity  to' think  the  unked  wifdom 
of  fome  hundreds  of  catholic  prelates,  afiifted  ia  their  de- 
liberations by  the  ableft  Divines  in  Europe,  to  pafs  unnc^ 
ticedthe  promifed  afiiflance  of  the  fpirit  of  truth,  equal 
to  that  of  an  apoflate  monk  in  an  obidure  corner  of  Ger- 
many, or' to  that  of  any  new  . modelled  teacher  in  Nova- 
Scotia.  And  we  cannot  help  admiring  the  extravagant 
vanity  of  the  man  who  prefers  his  own  private  opinion 
to  their  united  wifdom  ;  and  we  equally  admire  the  blind 
infatuation  of  thofe,  who  believe  him,  and  permit  them- 
felves  to  be  duped  by  fuch  nonfenfe !    The  wifdom  of  the 
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decree,  by  which  the  council  declared  that  verfiofi  exclu- 
sively authentic,  which  had  been  approved  by  the  teft  of 
ages,  is  tnanifeft  on  the  principles  of  common  fenfe.  Lu- 
ther felt  it,  though  pride  would  not  permit  him  to  ac- 
knowledge it:  in  his  book  againft  Zuinglius,  of  the  truth 
of  Girifl's  Body  in  the  Eucharift,  he laid  :  "  If  the  world 
continue  longer  on  account  of  the  different  interpretations 
of  the  fcriptures,  which  now  are,  to  prefer ve  the  unity  of 
the  faith,  it  will  be  neceffary  that  we  receive  the  decrees 
of  councils,  and  that  we  fly  to  them*"  In  the  verfion 
with  which  this  hew  evangelift  had  enriched  the  world, 
number lefs  parages  were  disfigured  to  fit  them  to  his  new 
opinions.  His  additions,  corrections,  comments,  and 
other  corruptions  of  the  new  teftament,  are  airnoft  incre? 
dibly  numerous  :  they  are  ftated  by  Cochley  at  near  one 
thoufand.  How  monftroufly  corrupt  thefe  verfions  rnufl 
be,  of  which  he  fo  bitterly  complains  !  Yet,  from  thefe 
depraved  verfions,  dignified  by  the  name  of  divine  fcrip- 
tures,  the  deluded  victims  of  the  hypocrify  and  proftigacyv 
of  thefe  apoftate  monks  were  to  filh  their  faith. 

Faffing  the  Council  of  Trent,  die  caftigator  finds  that 
"Peter,  in  his  apoftoiic  directions  to  teachers  in  the  church, 
makes  ufe  of  the  fame  term  :  f  rule  the  Hock  of  God, 
which  is  among  you  from  which  he  concludes  that 
Chrift's  words  toPeter  afford  no  proof  of  his  fupremacy."*' 
Men  who  underftahd  language  in  the  obvious  fenfe,  draw 
an  oppofite  conclufion  :  for  what  is  it  fo  give  apojlolical  di- 
reclions  to  teachers  in  the  church  of  God,  to  ruh  the  flock  which 
is  among  them,  but  to  extend  the  cares  of  the  chief 
jpaftor  to  thefubordinate  pallors,  and  through  them  to  the 
refpective  portions  of  the  flock  committed  to  their  care. 
Peter  did  not  direcr,  them  to  feed  the  \v hole  flock  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  of  which  they  thernfeives  compofed  a  part,  but 
the  flock  which  was  among  them. 

It  is  irkfome  to  reafon  with  a  man  who  offers  nothing 
like  argument  ;  who  fills  a  pamphlet  with  defultory 
quotations,  and  every  filly  evafion,  which  imagination 

fuggefis 


55 


fuggefts  :  "  CnriM,"  if  we  believe  him,  "  when  he  faid 
to  Peter,  c  feed  my  fheep,  feed  my  lambs,  feed  my  fiieep,' 
intended  indirectly  to  reprove  him  for  having  thrice 
denied  him  ;  and  gave  him  a  teil  for  proving  the  fin- 
cerity  of  his  love."    On  this   conjecture,  founded  iri 
prejudice,  the  flock  of  this  new  modelled  paftor  muft 
reft  their  faiths  or,  to  fpeak  more  correctly,  their  no  faith  ; 
and  this  is  what  he  calls  making  fcripture  a  fole  and 
fufficient  rule  of  faith  :  that  the  conjecture  is  vain,  is 
not  difficult  to  mew  :  Ch rift  had  already  fufficiently  re- 
proved Peter  by  that  look  of  mercy  which  brought  the 
tears  from  his  eyes  \  and  which  he  continued  to  fhed  oc- 
eafionally  to  the  end  of  his  career,  if  ancient  hiftory  tell 
truth  ;  nor  was1  it  neceflary  for  him,  who  knew  all 
things,  to  give  a  teft  to  try  the  fincerity  of  Peter's  love  j 
he  knew  it.    If  he  had  faid,  that  he  gave  Peter  an  op- 
portunity of  mewing  his  humility  in  not  prcfuming  to 
prefer  himfelf  to  the  other  apoftles  ;  and  that  by  ex^ 
acting  this  profeflion  cf  love,  he  mewed  that  he  would 
not  entrufl  the  care  of  his  flock  but  to  the  man  who 
loved  him,  his  comment  would  have  been  founded  in 
truth.    It  v/as  in  confequence  of  Peter's  confeflion  of 
faith,  that  Chi  iit  promifed  to  found  his  church  on  him, 
as  on  a  foiid  rock  ;  to  conftitute  a  centre  of  union 
which  cements  all  the  different  parts  of  that  fpiritual 
building,  and  unites  them  into  one  individual  whole. 
Preparing  to.  fulfil  the  promife,  he  exacts  a  profeflion  of 
Jove,  to  (hew,  that  charity  is  not  lefs  neceflary  to'  fit  the 
materials  for   the   building,    than  faith,  whatever  the 
fpirit  of  iliufion  may  pretend  to  the  contrary. 

But  the  words  of  Chrift  are  independent  on  comments 
or  conjectures  :  in  the  natural  and  obvious  fenfe,  the 
only  fenfe  in  which  they  convey  any  idea  at  all,  they 
veil  in  Peter  a  power  of  feeding  the  (heep  and  lambs,  the 
whole  of  Chrift's  flock  without  reftriction  or  referve.  The 
caftigator,  with  unufual  fagacityhas  difcovered  that  the 
rams  were  not  included,  that  is,  he  has  difcovered  that 
a  ram  is  not  a  fheep.    Hitherto  it  was  thought  that  the 
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generlcal  term  Jheep,  as  its  correfpondent  to  the  Greek 
term  probaton,  fignified  indifferently  male  or  female.  It 
would  appear  that  Chrift  himfelf  thought  fo  :  twelve  or 
thirteen  feveral  times  he  repeated  the  fame  term  proba* 
ton  in  its  different  inflexions,  defcribing  his  flock.  John 
xth,  and  thus  at  length  concludes  .  i'6,  "  there  will  be  made 
one  flock*  one  Jhepberd" — "  kai  genejetai  miapoimne  eispoimen" 
This  one  flock,  therefore  was  not  yet  formed  \  nor  was 
this  one  Jhepherd  yet  appointed  to  conduct  it.    This  one 
promifed Jhepberd  muft  of  all  neceffity  be  diftinct  from 
Jefus  Chrift  ;  for  Jefus  Chrift  was  born  a  (hepherd,  he  was 
then  the  good  (hepherd  as  he  called  himfelf  repeatedly 
in  the  fame  chapter,  or  as  St.  Paul  calls  him  "  the  great 
Jhepherd  of  the  Jheep"—"  poitnena  ton  pr»batln  megan"  Heb. 
xiri.  20.    The  apoftle  alio  forgot  to  include  the  rams. 
It  is  ominous  for  the  caftigator,  that  this  one  Jhepherd 
promifed,  John  xth,  we  find  actually  appointed,  John 
xxi.  and  ordered  to  feed  the  flock.  The  caftigator  did  not 
exercife  his  fagacity  to  its  full  extent,  or  he  would  have 
difcovered  that  neither  the  goats  nor  the  hogs  were  in- 
cluded,,   Thefe,  together  with  the  rams,  and  other  fala- 
cious  animals,  were  referved  f  r  the  paftoral  cares  of  the 
Wirtemberg  evangelift  and  his  affociates,  in  whofe  gof- 
pel  are  found  the  indifpenfible  precepts  of  propagating 
the  human  fpecies,  and  indulging  the  pleafures  ot  the 
table,  as  the  narrow  path  which  leads  to  paradife. 

He  cites  fome  pafiages  from  the  fathers  who  fay  that 
Peter  by  his  threefold  confefilon  expunged  his  triple 
denial.  What  then  ?  Does  any  of  thefe  fathers  fay  that 
Chrift  did  not  order  him  to  feed  his  flock  ?  Many  paf- 
fages  more,  he  fays,  might  be  adduced.  Yes,  but  pafiages 
from  the  Alcoran  or  the  Hanfcrit  would  be  as  much  to 
his  purpofe,  that  is,  to  fill  a  pamphlet,  and  perfuade  a  cre- 
dulous uninformed  people  that  he  refutes  a  work  which 
is  not  to  be  refuted  by  argument.  In  his  quotation  from 
Auftin  he  makes  that  venerable  prelate  fpeak  nonfenfe 
intentionally  to  miflead  ;  "  when  Chrift  faid  to  Peter, 
he  faid  to  all :  feed  my  fheep."  If  all  are  fliephcrds  where 
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are  the  flieep  ?  If  all  are  to  feed,  who  is  to  fee  fed  ? 
Thus  an  illiterate  peafant  is  taught  to  believe  that  he 
himfelf  is  vefted  with  the  fame  authority  to  Feed  the 
flock  of  Chrift,  which  the  apoftle  received  from  his  di- 
vine mailer,  hence  this  inundation  of  preaching  coolers, 
tinkers,  &c.  When  Auftin  fays,  that  Chrift  (aid  to  all  s 
feed  my  flieep,  he  does  not  fpeak  of  all  men  and  women 
indifcriminately,  but  of  all  the  paftors  of  the  church, 
whofe  official  duty  it  is  to  feed  their  refpeclive  portions 
of  ChriuVs  one  Sock  entrufted  to  their  care.  Who  doubts 
that  the  power  vefted  in  Peter,  and  the  attendant  indif- 
penfible  duty  of  exercifing  that  power  for  the  welfare 
of  the  flock,  defcends  in  a  proportionate  manner  to  all 
fubordinate  paftors  ?  What  power  is  vefted  in  the  loweft 
magiftrate  in  the  ftate  but  that,  which  is  derived  from 
the  higheft  ?  If  Peter  was  vefted  with  powers  to  feed 
the  whole  flock  of  Jefus  Chrift,  it  was  nor  intended  that 
he  himfelf  fliould  exercife  thefe  powers  exciufively,  but 
that  through  him  they  fliould  defcend  to  all  paftors  le- 
gally inftituted  ;  not  to  felf  constituted  teachers  nor  to 
teachers  and  paftors  nominated  and  inftituted  by  a  ca« 
bal  of  farmers,  of  weavers  and  tailors,  or  a  goftiping 
party  of  old  women*  There  is  foine  thing  farcically 
ridiculous  in  the  idea,  as  in  a  ftate  the  firft  magiftrate  is 
vefted  with  full  powers  to  govern  the  ftate,  but  thefe  ' 
powers  are  not  exercifed  by  himfelf  in  perfon,  they  de- 
fcend in  proportionate  {hares  to  all  fubordinate  Officers. 
Auftin  therefore  and  Ambrofe,  whom  he  cites  alfo,  were 
juftified  in  faying  that  when  Chrift  faid  to  Peter  i  feed  my  \ 
Jheep,  he  fpoke  to  them  alfo  ;  by  what  other  authority 
did  Ambrofe  govern  the  diocefe  of  Milan  ;  or  Auftin  the 
diocefe  of  Hippo,  but  that,  which  was  derived  from  Je- 
fus Chrift  through  Peter  and  his  fucceflbrs  ?  Why  was 
it  that  thefe  ancient  prelates  were  fo  exact  in  enumera- 
ting Peter's  fucceflbrs  in  the  See  of  Rome,  whilft  they 
pafled  in  filence  all  their  own  predeceflors  in  their  dif- 
ferent Sees/but  to  fhew  the  fource  of  their  epifcopal  au- 
thority ?  There  is  not  a  catholic  bifhop  in  the  chriftian 
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world,  who  does  not  ipeak  the  fame  'language  with 
Auftin  and  Ambrofe,  and  point  out  the  fource  of  his 
epifcopal  authority  in  the  fame  manner.  They  do  now, 
as  they  did  then,  acknowledge  the  plenitude  of  ecclefiafti- 
cal  authority  veiled  in  Peter's  fucceffor  of  feeding  noc 
only  the  laity,  intimated  by  the  lambs,  but  alfo  their 
immediate  paftors,  fignified  by  the  fheep,  which  feed 
their  ownlambs.  Thus  St.  Ambrofe,  in  his  comment  on 
the  third  chapter  of  the  firft  epiftle  to  Timothy,  fays  : 
"  though  the  whole  world  belong  to  God,  yet  the  church 
i$  called  his  houfe,  of  which  Damafus  (the  then  Roman 
Pontiff)  is  this  day  the  ruler.3' 

And  in  his  funeral  oration  on  his  brother  Satyrus  he 
fays  of  him  :  "  he  afked  the  biftiop  if  he  agreed  with 
catholic  bifliops,  that  is,  with  the  Roman  church." 

To  the  many  teftimonies  adduced  from  Auftin,  the 
writer  adds  one  more,  to  {hew  not  the  vanity  but  t4ie 
effrontery  of  the  fcribb^  who  cites  him  fpr  the  con- 
demnation of  popery.  "  The  primacy  of  the  apoftolical 
See  always  flourifhed  in  the  Roman  church.* 

See  the  teftimonies  of  ancient  writers  with  the  writer's 
reafoning  on  the  fubjecl:  in  his  remarks  on  Dodor  Stan- 
fer's,  p.  176  206,  which  the  caftigator  very  pru- 
dently paffes  unnoticed. 

After  remarking  the  novelty  of  the  writer's  doctrine, 
a  doctrine  which  proteftants  acknowledge  to  have  been 
uuiverfal  at  lead  one  thoufand  years  before  Luther  was 
born,  and  which  the  writer  has*fhewn  to  be  coeval  with 
chriftianity,  the  caftigator  paffes  to  the  council  pf  Jeru- 
falem.  From  Peter's  words,  in  the  council,  he  pretends 
that  no  concluflon  in  favour  of  his  fupremacy  can  be 
drawn.  It  is  not  from  Peter's  words,  in  that  council,  or 
from  the  acts  of  the  council,  that  catholics  £hew  Peter's 
fupremacy,  but  from  the  words  of  Chrift,  John  xxi. 
which  conftitute  him  fupreme  paftor  of  Chrift's  flock  ; 
however,  from  Peter's  words,  in  the  council,  combined 
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with  other  cuTumftances,  fuch  ftrong  prefumptive  evi- 
dence is  drawn  as  .baffle  all  efforts  at  tvafion  :  for  if  it  be 
true,  as  Peter  fays,  that  God  cbofe  him  among  the  a- 
poftles,  that  from  his  mouth  the'Gentiies  mould  hear  the 
word  and  believe,  Ads  xv,  it  is  therefore  true  that  he 
was  the  firft  paftor  of  the  Gentiles ;  and  if  it  be  true,  as 
St  fj*aul  fays,  Gal.  i.  7,  that  the  gofpel  of  the  circumifion, 
that  is  of  the  Jews,  was  entruftedto  him,  he  was  there- 
fore firft  paftor  of  the  Jews,  Hence  it  manifeftly  follows, 
that  he  was  that  one  fhepherd  appointed  to  conduct 
that  one  flock  compofed  of  Jews  ano  Gentiles,  as  Chnft 
had  promifed,  John  xth.  "When  after  fpeaking  of  his, 
flicep  then  in  the  Jewifh  fold,  he  faid  :  fc<  1  have  other 
deep,  which  are  not  of  this  fold,  and  thefe  Imuft  bring  j 
h^me,  and  thefe  will  be  made  one  flock  and  one 
fhepherd.55  The  eaftigator  in  his  next  effay  will  recollect 
that  conclufive  reafoning  is  not  invalidated  by  tales  of 
St.  Anthony's  preaching  to  fifties.  He  has  enriched  the 
world  with  a  new  comment  on  the  acts  of  the  councih 
The  writer  had  (aid,  in  his  remarks  on  Doctor  Stanfer, 
that  the  council  adopted  the  decifion  of  Peter,  to  which 
the  eaftigator  replies :  u  it  happened  to  be  the  decifion  of 
James  which  the  council  followed,5*  p.  40.  This  fpirit 
of  divination,  which  he  invariably  confufts,  has  mod 
grofsly  impofed  '  on  the  innocent  man's  credulity, 
it  fports  with  his  imagination,  fuggefts  a  contradiction 
in  a  few  lines  :  "  Peter  had,55  he  fays,  "  declared  his  o- 
pinion  that  it  was  wrong  to  fubjecl  thefe  converts  to  the 
ceremonial  law.55  Whit !  Peter  had  already  decided  the 
q.ieftion  before  James  had  fpoken  at  all,  and  it  was  not 
his  decifion  that  was  followed  !  What  nonfenfe  !  "  How- 
ever,55 continues  the  eaftigator,  '  James  thought.55  Did 
Jimes  think  that  Peter  was  in  error,  and  that  the  Gen- 
tile converts  were  obliged  to  obferve  the  ceremonial 
law  ?  In  St  Luke's  relation,  we  find  no  contradiction : 
Peter  did  not  ofFer  an  opinion.  This  eaftigator  does 
not  know  the  force  of  tl^e  term  opinion.  That  apoftle 
hadfhewn,  by  imqueftionable  authority,  that  converts 
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from  the  heathen  fuperftition,  were  not  obliged  to  ob- 
serve the  ceremonial  law.  Thus  St.  Luke  relates  the 
tranfaction,  A&s  xv,  "  After  a  great  difcuffion  had  been 
made,  Peter  rofe  and  faid  to  them  :  men,  brethren,  you 
know  that,  from  former  days,  God  chofe  among  you, 
that  by  ray  mouth,  the  nations  fhould  hear  the  word  of 
the  Gofpel  and  believe  ;  and  God,  the  fearcher  of 
hearts,  teftified*  to  them,  giving  to  them  the  Holy  Ghoft, 
as  to  us  ;  and  he  made  no  diftinction  between  us  and 
them,  purifying  their  hearts  by  faith.  Now  therefore, 
why  do  you  tempt  God  to  impofe  a  yoke  on  the  necks 
of  the  difciples,  which  neither  our  fathers  nor  we  could 
bear,  but  by  the  grace  of  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrift,  we  be- 
lieve to  be  faved  in  the  fame  manner  as  they."  If  this  be 
not  the  decifion  which  the  council  followed,  the  chriftian 
world  has  been  hitherto  deceived.  James  was  lb  far 
from  contradicting  Peter,  that  after  hearing  Paul  and 
Barnaby  relate  the  figns  and  prodigies,  which  God 
wrought  by  them  amongft  the  Gentiles,  he  proceeds  to 
Ihew  that  Peter's  decifion  was  authorifed  by  the  pro- 
phets :  "  after  they  ceafed  to  fpeak,  James  anfwered, 
faying:  men,  brethren,  hear  me  3  Simon  has  fhewn 
how  God  firft  vifited,  to  take  from  the  nations  a  people 
to  his  name,  the  words  of  the  prophets  agree  with 
him"  .  .  .  after  citing  forae  paflages  from  the  prophetical 
writings,  he  concludes  by  faying,  as  Peter  did  before  : 
"  wherefore  I  judge  that  they  who  are  converted  from 
the  Gentiles  be  not  difturbed  :"  here  «nds  the  decifion 
of  the  queftion  propofed,  that  is,  whether  converts  from 
the  heathen  rites  were  obliged  to  obferve  the  Jewifh 
ceremonial  law,  or  not.  James  then  propofed  to  enact  a 
law,  which  this  caftigator  ignorantly  confounds  with 
the  decifion  of  the  queftion  of  faith,  and  mod  in- 
judicioufly  mentions  :  it  ftrikes  at  the  vitals  of  the  pre- 
tended  reformation  :  it  is  well  known  that  the  autho- 
rity of  any  one  of  the  apoftles  was  more  than  fufficient 
to  decide  the  queftion:  doctrines  of  greater  moment 
and  more  difficult  difcuflion  are  believed  on  the  autho- 
rity. 
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rity  of  an  apoftle.  If  therefore  the  apoftles  afiembled  in 
council  for  the  decifion  of  this  queftion,  it  was  to  autho- 
rife  by  their  example  an  authentic  form,  and  infallible, 
rule,  for  the  decifion  of  fuch  queftions  in  future  ages. 
A  form  which  is  yet  obferved,  a  rule  by  which  the  in- 
novations of  pharifaical  Reformifts  have  been  fupprefTed  ; 
a  rule  fo  indifpenfably  neceffary  to  preferve  the  unity  of 
faith,  that  modern  Reformifts,  in  oppofition  to  their 
fundamental  principle,  have  adopted  It.  When  Arminius 
thought  proper  to  reform  the  doctrine  of  Calvin,  on  the 
abfolute  decree  of  perdition,  at  which  reafon  revolts,  and 
human  nature  fhudders  ;  and  Gomar,  profeffor  of 
theology  at  Leyden,  ftrictly  a  Calvinift,  had  publifhed  a 
thefis  againft  him,  in  which  Calvin's  doctrine  is  Hated 
in  thefe  terms  :  "  it  is  ordered  by  an  eternal  decree  of 
God  that  amongft  men  fome  mould  be  faved  and  others 
damned,'-  the  preachers  on  both  lides  inflamed  the 
minds  of  the  people  ;  from  words  the  people  came  to 
blows,  a  civil  war  was  threatened.  The  Englifh  Am- 
■baffador  reprefented  to  the  States  General  that  fuch 
a  divifion  might  endanger  the  fafety  of  the  Republic 
that  the  .  decifion  of  fucli  a  queftion  did  not  belong  to 
the  magiftrates,  who  had  already  interpofed  their  au- 
thority without  effecT: ;  but  to  a  National  Council,  who 
would  decide  which  of  thefe  opinions  was  confiftent  with 
the  Word  of  God.  A  Synod  was  affembled  at  Dordrecht, 
competed  of  deputies  from  all  the  churches  in  Europe, 
reformed  according  to  Calvin's  plan,  thefe  of  France 
excepted.  In  1.6 18,  16 19,  Calvin's  doclrine  of  the  ab- 
folute decree  of  perdition  was  confirmed,  to  the  no  fmall 
aftonifhment  of  Europe,  and  terror  of  all  good  men,  an 
excommunication  was  iffued,  of  a  mod  malignant  na- 
ture, againft  the  Arminians,  of  which  the  celebrated 
BaVneveldt,  and  many  other  Arminians  of  note,  were 
the  unhappy  viclims.  It  is  remarkable  in  this  Synod  that, 
to  filence  the  Arminians,  or  Remonftrants-,  as  they  were 
called,  who  appealed  to  the  fundamental  principle  of  the 
Reformation,  in  oppofition  to  the  authority  of  the  Synod, 
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the  paftors  compofing  the  Synod  claimed  to  themfelves 
that  infallibility  of  decifion,  which  they  refufed  to  the 
catholic  church,  and  on  the  very  fame  principle  by 
which  it  was  claimed,  that  is,  on  the  promife  of  Chrift 
to  his  church,  they  fay  :  "that  Chrift,  who  had  pro* 
mifed  to  his  apoftles  the  fpirit  of  truth,  had  alfo  pro- 
mifed  to  his  church  to  be  always  with  her,"  hence  they 
conclude,  "  that  when  paftors  from  many  countries  are 
affembled  to  decide  according  to  the  word  of  God,  it  is 
neceffary  to  teach  in  the  churches  that  it  muft  be  Re- 
lieved with  a  firm  confidence  that  Jefus  Chrift  would  be 
with  them  according  to  his  promife."  This  doctrine 
was  borrowed  from  the  Synod  of  Delpht,  and  confirmed 
in  that  of  Dordrecht.* 

From  the  authentic  doctrine  of  the  reformed  churches 
we  may  learn,  not  only  the  neceflity,  but  the  infdllibih> 
ty,  of  this  rule  prescribed  by  the  apoftles  for  the  decifion 
of  queftions  of  faith  ;  but  the  rule  is  not  confined  merely 
to  controverted  doctrines  :  for  as  the  apoftles  affem- 
bled, acting  as  the  paftors  of  Chrift's  church,  did  by 
their  ecclefiaftical  authority  enact  a  law  prudentially  ne- 
ceflary, confidering  the  circumftances  of  time  and  place, 
and  oblige  all  the  faithful  to  obferve  it  ;  it  follows, 
without  a  contradiction,  that  their  fucceffors  in  office 
are  vefted  with  the  fame  powers  of  enacting  laws  pru- 
dentially neceffary  :  another  confequence  more  terrible 
to  all  Reformifts.  This  law,  enacted  by  the  apoftles,  was 
ftrictly  a  law  of  abftinence  :  the  Council  orde  red  the 
Faithful  to  abftain  from  the  flefh  of  animals  fuftbeated  ; 
from  blood,  and  from  meats  offered  to  idols.  The  apof- 
tles therefore  thought  that  it  was  lawful  to  abftain  from 
meats,  which  are  good  in  themfelves:  for  all  God's 
creatures  are  good  ;  they  not  only  thought  it  lawful, 
but  by  a  pofitive  law  ordered  it  to  be  done.  This  doc- 
trine founds  harfhly  in  the  ears  of  a  new-modelled 
teacher.  What !  Deprive  the  faints  of  the  enjoyments 
of  the  table !  Oblige  them  to  abftain  from  the  good 
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things  of  this  world  !  They  wilt  all  turn  papifts,  for  the 
the  fource  and  fundamental  principle  of  all  reformati- 
ons^hether  in  Church  or  &tate,  is  Liberty \  that  is,  eman- 
cipation from  reftraints.  However,  in  this  mortifying 
<Vcree,  the  caftigator  found  fomething  to  his  purpofe  : 
4fc  that  they  abftain  from  the  pollutions  of  images."  It  is 
rather  unfortunate  that  thefe  pollutions  of  images  ate  only 
found  in  his  own  polluted  imagination.  There  is 
no  fuch  thing  in  the  decree  ;  "  tou  apeches  thai  apo  ton 
alifgematon  ton  eidolon,  to  abftain pom  the  dofilements  of  idols  y 
which  can  fignify  nothing  eife  but  to  abftain  from  things 
defiled  by  being  offered  or  corifecrated  to  idols.  Where 
has  this  caftigator  found  that  idol  and  image  are  fyno- 
nimous  ?  How  has  he  difcovered  what  no  lexicogra- 
pher ever  knew  before,  that  Eidolon  and  Eikon  Ire  of  the 
fame  import  ?  Was  Casfar's  image  on  the  piece  of  money 
(hewn  to  Chrift,  an  idol  ?  The  Jews  did  not  think  fo.  Is 
the  King's  picture  on  our  currest  coin  an  idol  ?  Thus 
the  man  fports  with  the  credulity  of  his  readers  :  under 
pretence  of  giving  them  the  pure  word  of  Gpd,  which 
he  unbiuftiingly  falfifies,  he  gives  them  his  own  idle 
conceit. 

Doctor  Stanfer,  in  his  Examination,  hid  cited  apaf- 
fage  from  Peter's  firft  epiftle,  to  (hew  that  the  apoftle, 
did  not  pretend  to  any  jurifdiction  ;  the  writer,  in  re- 
ply, had  faid  :  "  that  it  was,  perhaps,  the  firft  time  the 
actual  exercife  of  a  man'.?  official  duty  was  adduced,  as  an 
authority  againft  his  jurisdiction,  (hewing  at  the  fame 
time,  that  the  pafTage  did  not  bear  the  fenfe  affixed  to 
it  by  Doctor  Stanfer."  It  is  difficult  to  determine  whe- 
ther fupine  ignorance  or  perverfe  obftinacy  be  the  lead- 
ing feature  of  the  caftigator's  pretended  refutation  :  the 
apoftle's  letter  was  not,  he  fays,  addreffed  to  the  epifco- 
pal  paftors,  as  this  writer  had  faid,  but  to  the  church% 
He  has  not  told  us  whether  it  was  to  the  walls,  the  fex- 
ton's  wife,  or  the  parfon's  wife  ;  but  the  letter  was  ad- 
dreffed to  foine  thing,  or  fome  body,  which  he  calls  a 
church.  If  he  had  confulted  common  fenfe,  it  would 
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have  told  him  that  a  letter,  containing  inftrucVions  for 
any  fociety,  is  addrefled  to  the  prefident  of  that  fociety, 
by  whom  its  contents  are  communicated  to  all  the  mem- 
bers ;  that  a  circular  letter  from  any  biftiop  to  his  dio- 
cefs  is  addrefled  to  the  parfons,  not  to  the  parfont' 
wives,  or  the  lextons  ;  but  common  fenfe  and  this  cat 
tigator's  (pyrin?  of  divination  are  irreconcileable  enemies* 
If  the  apoftle's  letter  was  not  addrefled  to  the  epifcopal 
paftors,  who  are  thefe  "  Pmftyteroi  Epifcopountes"  whom 
the  apoftle  exhorts  to  feed  the  flock,  which  was  arnongft 
then)  ?  Were  they  the  parfons' wives. 

The  writer  had  tranflated  "  katakurieuontes  ton  %hronf" 
domineering  over  the  clergy,  this  verfion  the  caftigator 
thinks  incorrect  ;  to  juftify  his  opinion  he  adduces  fomc 
pafiages  in  which  the  Greek  term  "  kldtos"  a  lot,  is  taken 
in  its  proper  ftgnification  ;  his  knowledge  of    the  lan- 
guage mult  be  confined  indeed,  whodoes  not  know  that 
" kler$s"  in  its  common  acceptation,  fignifies  a  lot;  but 
he  mult  be  ignorant  as  the  caftigator,  who  does  not 
know  that  it  is  fometimes  ufed  in  fcripture  to  flgnify  a 
portion  of  inheritance,  becaufe  an  inheritance  was  frequent- 
ly parcelled  out  by  lor.    Thus,  Col.  i.  12,  giving  thanks 
to  God  and  the  Father,  who  has  made  us  worthy  of  a, 
fhare  of  the  inheritance  of  the  faints  in  light,  "  tou  klerou 
ton  agion"  and  hence  it  has  been  ufed  both  by  Greeks 
and  Latins,  fincc  the  apoftles  days,  to  fignify  the  clergy, 
as  that  portion  of  Chrift's  inheritance  more  immediate- 
ly confecrated  to  his  fervice  :  ignorance  itfelf  can  hardly 
miftake  that  from  the  Greek  term  kleros,  we  have  the 
Latin  clerus  and  clericus,  and  the  Englifli  clergy  and  clerk. 
That  cleros  cannot  be  underftood  to  fignify  a  lot  in  the 
paflage  adduced,  is  manifeft,  for  no  man  can  be  faid  to 
domineer  over  a  loK*.  a  bifhop  may   domineer  over  his 
clergy,  or  even  over  the  laity,  but  not  over  an  inanimate 
being. 

The  writer  tranflates  the  Greek  term  "  kleron"  i-trgy  • 
this,  lays  the  caftigator,  is  an  extraneous  meaning,  for 
which  the  writer's  only  authority  is  the  vulgate,  and 
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that  verfion  puts  in  the  mouth  of  the  apoftie,  a  language 
which  he  never  expreffed,  p.  48.  To  pafs  unnoticed 
the  vanity  of  prefuming  to  write  on  ecclefiaftical  matters 
without  knowing  the  terms  in  ufe  amongft  ecclefiaftical 
writers,  and  the  extravagance  of  an  ignorant  individual, 
who  boldly  cenfures  a  verfion  confecrated  by  the  ufe  and 
approbation  of  all  the  paftors  of  the  Latin  church  during 
a  fpace  of  at  ieaft  one  thoufand  years  before  the  Reforma- 
tion was  thought  of ;  admire  the  man's  folly  :  the 
vulgate  in  this  place,  lb  far  from  putting  language  in  the 
apoftle^s  mouth,  which  he  did  not  fpeak,  ufes  the  original 
term  kleron,  giving  it  a  Latin  termination  ckris." 

lie  defies  the  writer  to  produce  a  parallel  in  the  feptua- 
gint,  the  new-teftamerit,  or  any  helleniftic  writing.  The 
writer  knows  no  helleniftic  Writing  in  plain  Englifh  :  it 
would  be  a  curious  phcenomenon  ;  but  that  the  Greek 
term  kleros,  the  Latin  ckriis ,  and  the  Englifh  clergy,  have 
been  in  common  ufe  to  contradifUnguifh  the  minifters  of 
the  church  from  the  Greek  laosy  die  Latin  laicus,  and 
the  Englifh.  laity,  is  what  every  fchool  boy  knows  ;  and 
if  the  caftigator  does  not  know  it,  it  is  becaufe  he  knows 
nothing  of  the  matter  ;  he  ought  therefore  to  remember 
the  old  adage  ne  jutor  ultra  crepidinem.  Though  he; 
may  not  find  clerlcus  to  fignify  a  clergyman  in  the  wri- 
tings of  Pindar,  Anacreon,  Sapho,  or  any  other  heathen 
poet,  there  is  nothing  more  common  in  the  writings  id 
the  Greek  fathers  :  there  is  now  before  the  Writer  a 
profeftion  of  faith,  lent  by  Euftathius,  bifliop  of  Sebafte, 
to  St.  Bafil  ;  be  fays  that  he  fubfcribed  it  in  prcfence  of 
the  brethren  Phorton  and  the  the  rural  dean  Scurod* 
and  other  clergymen. 

Ego  Eiiftathius  Epitopes  fol  Bsfiko  anagnous  egnorlja  kal 
Jimemfa  tois  progegrammcnoh  de  fuwpar  onion  moi  ton  adclphbn 
cmctcrou  phortonos  kdi  tou  Choreplfcohou  beurou  kid  tonon  allin 
Clcrlcon,  inter  Op.  Bas. 

Calvin,  the  moll  imperious  of  minifters,  feverely  cen- 
fured  the  diftinction  between  the  clergy  and  the  laity  ; 
but  he  did  not  prefume  to  fay  that  it  was  not  of  ancient 
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.late  ;  in  his  comment  on  the  vth  of  Peter's  firft  epiftie* 
in  which  this  offenfive  term  Kleron  is  found  :  "  I  wiuY' 
he  fays,  "  that  it  never  came  into  the  fathers'  heads  to 
ufe  this  word  however,  we  find  this  diftincUon  in 
ufe,  and  the  minifters  of  the  church  fignified  by  kleros 
and  clerus  in  the  primitive  church,  and  our.  fathers  called 
them  in  plain  Englifh,  clerks  or  clergy. 

Origen,  one  of  the  firft  chriftian  writers  after  the 
apofries,  whole  works  are  extant,  fays,  in  his  7th  homily 
on  the  xii.  of  Jeremiah  :  "  We,  who  are  thought  to  be 
fomething,  that  is,  who  in  the  order  of  clergy  prefide  over 
you,fo  that  fome  from  a  lower  rank  dehre  toafcend  to 
this  place  ;  you  ought  to  know,  that  we  are  not  immedi- 
ately to  be  faved  becaufe  we  are  clergymen,  (Clerici) 
for  many  priefts  perHh,  and  many  laymen  are  m oft  blef- 
led  :9  and  Tertullien,  Lib.  demono.  fays  :  "  When  we 
are  elated,  and  puffed  up  againft  the  clergy/*  adverfus 
clerum,  "  then  we  are  all  one,  then  we  are  all  pnefts.,f' 
It  was  pride,  in  this  very  early  writer's  opinion,  which 
levelled  the  diftinclion  between  the  clergy  and  the  laity. 

That  moft  ancient  and  venerable  Council  of  Nice, 
in  the  twenty  canons,  yet  extant  and  "  authentic, 
{peak  of  the  minifters  of  the  church,  by  the  name 
clergy  :  i.  if  any  clerk,  iii.  if  any  clerk  or  layman 
be  fufpcnded  from  the  communion,— xy.  If  any 
prieft  or  deacon,  or  any  one  of  the  number  of  the  clerks 
"  Clericorum  /'  at  that  time  there  were  biftiops,  the 
council  was  compofed  of  them  ;  there  were  priefts  and 
deacons,  and  clerks  in  minor  orders,  it  was  then,  the 
chriftian  church  \  is  it  a  chriftian  church  in  which  they 
are  not  ?  Finally  by  kleron  in  the  text  mull  be  underftood 
clergy  or  clerks,  for  it  bears  no  otlier  fignificauon  :  it  can- 
not be.  lots  we  have  fliewn  it  already  ;  it  cannot  be  un- 
derftood of  all  cbriftians  or  the  whole  inheritance  of 
Chrift,  as  Calvin  pretends  :  for  the  inheritance  of  Chrift, 
is  one,  and  kleron  fignifies  many.  Peter  had  already 
recommended  to  their  care  that  portion  of  the  inheri- 
tance of  Chrift,  "  the  flack  "  over  which  they  prefided, 
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^  it \en  umin  pcimnion  ;3*  left  they  fliould  be  tempted  to 
domineer  over  the  clerks,  or  clergy,  as  being  more  im- 
mediately fubject  to  their  authority,  he  ftrictly  forbids 
it. 

The  diftinction  between  the  clergy  and  the  laity  in 
the  Jewifli  difpenfation  was  well  afcertained,  fee  the 
terrific  puniflhm  ht.  inflicted  on  the  uiurpers  of  the  pried- 
hood,  Core,  Dathan,  and  Abiram,  with  their  partifans, 
Numbers,  xvi.  33.  Has  this  caftigator  ever  bellowed  a 
ferious  thought  on  it  ?  Or  does  he  think  the  Chriftian 
priefthood  lefs  venerable  than  the  Jewilh  ? 

St.  Paul  has  given  fimilar  in  ft  ructions  to  the  paftors, 
Ads  xx.  From  thefe  the  caftigator  fays,  no  argument 
can  be  drawn  in  favor  of  Paul's  fupremacy.  No.  Nor 
againft  it  ;  it  argues  his  apoftolicai  authority.  It  is  not 
from  Peter's  epiftles  that  the  writer  concludes  with  un- 
erring certainty,  but  from  the  words  of  Chrift,  related 
by  John  xxi,  Simon,  fon  of  John, ....  feed  my  lambs, 

feed  my  fheep   His  reafoning  on  Peter's  epiftle 

expofed  the  abfurdity  of  drawing  an  argument  from 
that  epiftle  againft  his  fupremacy.  The  argument  Am- 
plified might  be  conceived  in  thefe  terms  :  Peter  direct- 
ed the  paftors  of  fome  Afiatic  churches  to  feed  the  flock 
of  Chrift  among  them  ;  therefore  he  was  not  the  chief 
paftor  of  Chrift's  church.  Rifum  teneatis.  Such  are  the 
invincible  arguments,  by  which  thefe  profound  dialecti- 
cians refute  Peter's  claim  to  fupremacy  !  As  this  is  an 
article  of  their  faith,  and  fcripture  their  fole  rule,  would 
they  condefcend  to  point  out  fome  paffage  in  the  old  or 
new  teftament,  which  fays  that  Peter  was  not  chief  paf- 
tor ?  That  Chrift  did  not  entruft  the  care  of  his  flock  to 
him  ? 

The  caftigator,  in  tranfiating  St,  Paul's  infi ruction, 
forgot  to  tranllate  the  Greek  term  "  epifcopous"  cverfeers, 
in  the  true  canting  dialect,  and  inadvertently  informed 
his  congregation,  to  whom  the  word  b'tjhop  is  ofTenlive, 
that  there  were  biihops  in  Paul's  time,  whom  the  Holy 
Ghoft  had  appointed  to  feed  the  church  of  God.  As 
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the  fun  at  times  appears  through  the  thickeft  cloud,  fo 
truth  forces  its  way  through  all  the  artifices  which  are 
ufed  to  conceal  it. 

Clofing  this  chapter,  the  caftigator  fays  that  Peter 
was  reprefented  as  active  in  the  management  ot  the 
church,  yet  Paul  did  not  fuppofe  him  poiTefled  of  any 
fupremacy.  He  cLuTe3  him  with  James  and  John.  If 
the  caftigator  had  read  the  work  which  he  pretends  to 
refute,  he  would  have  feen  that  Paul  fays  of  Peter, 
that  the  miniftry  of  the  circumcifion,  of  which  Chrift 
himfelf  had  been  on  earth  the  minifter,  was  entruft- 
ed  to  him  ;  he  does  not  fay  fo  of  James  or  John,  they, 
Paul  himfelf,  and  all  his  fellow  apoftles,  were  of  the 
circumcifion,  and  confequently  of  Peter's  flock — fee 

Remarks,  p.  169  He  alfo  condefcends  to  admit 

t  hat  Peter  was  called  chief  or  prince  of  the  apoflles  by 
fome  of  the  fathers  ;  but  it  is  evident,  if  we  believe 
him,  that  they  did  not  intend  to  afcribe  to  him  any  fu- 
premacy, they  meant  thefe  titles  as  tokens  of  refpecfc 
which  they  imagined  due  to  his  character,  p.  44.  They 
therefore  thought  him  poffeiTed  of  the  character  of 
prince  or  chief  of  the  apoftles  ;  but  pofleffed  of  no  fuperior 
authority  or  fupremacy  !  The  writer  is  not  difpofed  to 
refute  rank  nonfenfe,  he  cites  a  paffage  from  St.  Auftin, 
in  which,  by  the  bye,  Peter  is  neither  called  chief  of 
the  apoftles  nor  prince  of  the  apoftles,  but  is  faid  to 
poffefs  the  primacy  among  the  apoftles.  "  As  fome 
things,  fays  Auftin,  are  fpoken  which  may  feem  proper- 
ly to  belong  to  the  apoftle  Peter,  and  yet  have  not  a 
clear  fenfe  but  when  referred  to  the  church  (of  which  he 
is  acknowledged  to  have  reprefented  the  perfon  becaufe 
of  the  primacy,  which  he  had  among  the  apoftles)  as 
that  is  :  I  will  give  thee  the  keys  of  the  kingdom  of 
Heaven  and  if  there  be  any  like,  fo  Judas  fuftains  after  a 
certain  manner  the  perfon  of  the  Jewi  the  enemies  of 
Chrift."*  Who  could  imagine  that  Auftin  did  not  intend 
to  fay  that  Peter  poffefted  the  primacy  among  the  a- 
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pottles,  if  this  caftigator  had  not  difcovered  it  ?  How 
did  he  make  this  wonderful  difcovery  ?  Why  Auftin 
fays  that  Judas  after  a  certain  manner  reprefented  the 
Jews.  Yes,  but  he  did  not  fay  that  Judas  reprefented 
the  Jews  becaufe  of  the  primacy  of  whi^ch  he  had  among  them  : 
he  knew  of  no  fuch  primacy  vefted  in  Judas,  nor  does 
the  writer,  if  you  except  the  primacy  of  his  apoftacy.  He 
reprefented  the  Jews .-as  a  wicked  man  represents  others 
equally  wicked.  We  fay  of  a  traitor,  he  is  a  Judas,  of  a 
tyrant,  he  is,  a  Nero  ;  of  an  epicurean  monk;,  he  is  a  Lu- 
ther. Peter  Damien  calls  Judas  :  "  the  head  of  apof- 
tates,"  if  the  caftigatpr  thinks  proper  to  acknowledge 
him,  the  writer  has  no  objection. 

Auftin  was  neither  ignorant  nor  impious :  he  never, 
denied  nor  doubted  the  literal  and  hiftorical  truth  of 
thefe  paffagcs,  in  which,  he  fays  that  many  things  are  faid 
of  Peter  |  but,  fuppofing,  as  a  principle  univerfally 
known,  that  Peter  was  under  Chrift,  head  of  the  vifible 
church,  or  as  he  terms  it,  in  one  place,  poifefTed  of  the; 
primacy  among  the  apofiks  ;  and  in  another,  poffeiling  the 
primacy  of  the  apoftlefhip*  he  thought  thefe  things  were 
more  clearly  underftood  of  him  as  reprefenting  the  rni- 
nifters  of  the  church,  whom  he  calls  the  church  at  times, 
as  we  do  this  day,  than  without  any  reference  to  the 
church,  thuSjhe  fays,  fpeakjng  of  the  keys,  or  the  pow- 
er of  binding  and  loofing  promifed  to  Peter  :  "  if  this 
%vas  faid  to  Peter  only,  the  church  does  not  do  it  ;  if  this  be 
done  in  the  church  Peter  when,  he  received  the  keys  fign'ified 
the  holy  church.^  He  thus  demonftrates  that  the  powers 
vefted  in  Peter  as  firft  minifter  of  the  church  are  .derived 
from  hin^  to  the  fubordinate  minifters.  In  like  manner 
he  thought  that  fome  things  in  the  cviii.  pfalm,  from 
which  Peter  had  cited  a  paffage  to  fhew  that  Judas's 
epifcopal  dignity  mutt  be  given  to  another,  Acts  ii. 
Though  they  may  feem  to  be.  literally  faid  of  Judas,  are 
more  clearly  underftood  of  the  Jews,  the  enemies  of 
Chrift,  whom  he  in  fome  manner  reprefented. 

The 

*  Traft,  lilt,  in  Joan.      f  Trail.  50,  in  Joan. 
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The  cafiigator's  third  chapter  opens  withunufual  con- 
fidence. "I  have  (hewn," fays  he,"  that  the  apoftle  Peter 
pofTefTed  no  fuch  authority  in  the  church,  therefore  the 
Pope's  claims  muft  be  Without  foundation."  Fa&s  are 
proved  by  witneffes  •>  rights  by  immemorial  poffefiion 
or  authentic  inftruments.  No  fads  admit  no  proofs  ;  no 
rights  Hie  incapable  of  proof.  This  cafliga tor,  in  oppofiti- 
on  to  an  axiom  of  law  and  logic,  has  proved  a  negativco 
This  pretended  proof  confifts  in  tranfcribing  Tome  pafTa- 
ges,  which  Illyricus  had  garbled  from  the  writings  of  the 
fathers,  and  endeavoured  to  diftcrt  to  hispurpofe-  Thefe 
paflages,  in  the  intended  fenfe,  (he  writer  has  fiiewn 
irrelative,  or  condemning  the  cafligator,  and  cited,  from 
the  authentic  writings  of  the  fame  fathers,  paffages,  in 
which  they  fpeak  of  Peter's  fupremacy,  and  that  of  his 
fuccelfors,  in  terms  as  precife,  and  as  clear,  as  language 
furnifhes. 

lllyricus's  artifice  was  immediately  detected  by  catho- 
lic writers,  and  many  well  meaning  men,  who  had  been 
duped  by  the  impofture,  were  undeceived  and  inftantiy 
withdrew  that  confidence,  which  they  had  unwarily  and 
almofl  implicitly  given  to  men,  who  had  recourfe  to 
ievery  art  and  artifice,  which  the  fpirit  of  darknefs  fug* 
gefts,  to  fubfiitute  their  new  opinions  to  the  fettled 
truths  of  religion,  in  order  to  form  a  party  devoted  to 
themfelvcs ;  a  meafure  indifpenfibly  neceffary,  not  only 
to  gratify  their  predominant  paQions  :  ambition,  interefl, 
and  fenfuality  ;  but  alfo  to  efface,  or  at  leaft  extenuate 
the  fhame  of  their  apoltac/  in  the  public  opinion,  and 
juftify  that  voluptuous  licentioufnefs  to  which  they  a- 
bandoned  themfelves. 

This  cafligator  feems  to  know  nothing  of  them  pro- 
fligate Monks,  the  firft  pretended  reformers,  and  the 
turbulent  times  in  which  they  lived,  but  what  he  has 
learnt  from  themfelvesor  their  echos,  Illyricus,  Bower, 
jortin  and  Mofheim.  What  he  gleans  from  thefe  fources 
of  error,  he  advances  with  unblulhing  confidence,  not 
knowing  that  the  artifices  of  thefe  men  have  been  de- 
tected 
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tected  ;  and  their  errors  refuted  in  all  the  known  lan- 
guages in  Europe,  many  years  before  his  birth. 

The  Roman  Pontiff's  claims  to  Supremacy  are  juftifi- 
ed  not  only  by  immemorial  poiTeflion,  that  invincible 
proof  of  right,  but  alfo  by  the  moft  authentic  inftru- 
ment  on  record.  Before  the  reformers  withdrew 
their  obedience  they  ought  to  have  fliewn,  by  pofitive 
proofs,  that  this  pofleffion  was  commenced  in  fraud 
or  force,  and  the  title  defective.  Inftead  of  proof  they 
have  offered  fome  wild  conjectures,  but  conjectures  are 
not  proofs,  they  are  not  admiflible  in  oppofition  to  ariy 
exifting  right- in  poiTeflion,  whether  the  right  be  origi- 
nally well  or  ill  founded.  Hence  it  manifeitly  follows  that 
the  firft  Reformers  were  guilty  of  unjuftifiable  fchiun, 
which  no  lapfe  of  time  can  authorife  or  efface.  To  prove 
that  the  Pontiffs  jurisdiction  had  commenced  in  fraud  or 
violence,  the  commencement  muft  be  afligned,  the  time, 
place  and  perfon  ;  on  all  thefe  circumftances,  indifpen- 
fibly  necefTary  to  fupport  any  thing  like  proof,  even 
conjecture  fails. 

Some  think  this  jurifdiction  was  conferred  by  the 
apofties.  In  fupport  of  this  conjecture  they  cite  from 
the  epiftlcs  of  Anacletus  and  Julius;  the  former  fays  : 
"  the  other  apofties  received  honor  and  power  by  a  like 
fellowfhip  with  him  (Peter)  and  willed  him  to  be  their 
chief,"  Ep.  2.  The  other,  fpeaking  of  the  apofties,  fays  : 
*5  they  willed  the  holy  Roman  church  to  have  the  pri- 
macy of  all  churches,"  Ep.  3.  But  thefe  pontiffs  only 
fpeak  of  the  apofties  approbation  of  the  primacy,  not  of 
its  inftitution,  that  is  of  Divine  appointment.  The 
apofties  did  not  order  Peter  to  feed  Chrift's  flock,  that 
order  was  from  Chrift  himfelf.  It  is  true  the  primacy  of 
the  Roman  See,  or  rather  the  indifputable  proof  of  that 
primacy  refts  on  the  fact  of  Peter's  governing  that  See  in 
perfon,  and  finifhing  his  mortal  career  there  :  6t  it  was  he 
who  elevated  this  See,  in  which  he  deigned  to  reft,  and 
finifh  the  prefent  life."* 

.  .  Nilus 

*  Grc.  Lib.  6,  Epi.  37,  ad  EuJogiim. 
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fcfilus,  a  Greek  writer  of  the  Fourteenth  century, 
whofe  opinion  illyricus,  and  his  echo,  this  caftigator,  a* 
dopt,  pretends  that  the  pope's  jurifdidion  over  the  uni- 
veifal  church  was  derived  from  fome  General  Council. 
In  fupport  of  this  conjecture  he  cites  the  28th  canon  of 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  in  which  it  is  faid  ;  "  the 
Fathers  juftly  attributed  to  the  throne  of  old  Rome 
privileges,  beeaufe  it  was  the  reigning  city,  and  for  the 
famereafon  the  150  bifhops,  (i.  Conft.)  judged  that  new 
Rome,  (Confhntinople)  which  is  honored  by  the  Em- 
pire and  the  Senate,  fhould  have  like  privileges  in  the 
ecclefiaftical  order,  and  be  the  fecond  after  it."  It  is 
remarkable  of  this  canon  that  it  was  introduced  in  the 
abfence  of  the  prefiding  legates  and  the  officers  of  the 
empire,  by  a  cabal,  and  was  feverely  cenfured,  and  a 
protcft  entered  againft  it,  by  the  legates  on  their  return. 
It  was  alfo  condemned  by  Leo  himfelf  in  his  letters  to 
Anatolius,  to  the  emperor  Martianus,  the  emprefs  Pul- 
cheria,  and  to  Maxima  and  Juvenal,  Epis.  51  ...  .  The 
canon  is  felfcondemned  :  for  there  is  no  General  Coun- 
cil, which  eftablifhes  the  primacy  or  jurifdiction  of  the 
Roman  pontiff:  the  Council  of  Nice,  canon  6,  fays  "  let 
the  old  cuftom  continue,  which  is  in  Egypt,  Libya,  and 
Pentapolis,  that  the  bifhop  of  Alexandria  have  power 
over  them,  beeaufe  this  is  cuftomary  with  the  bifhop  of 
Rome;  in  like  manner  for  Antioch,  and  the  other  Pro- 
vinces, let  their  honor  bepreferved  to  each."  This  canon 
gives  no  precedence  nor  jurifdiction  to  any  prelate  :  it. 
declares  the  patriarchs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  to  be 
already  in  poifeffion  of  an  extenfive  jurifdiction,  and  af- 
figns  the  reafon  why  the  patriarch  of  Alexandria  exer- 
cifed  a  jurifdiction  over  Egypt,  Libya,  and  Pentapolis  : 
beeaufe  that  was  cuftomary  with  the  bifhop  of  Rome — - 
fee  Remarks,  p.  192.  Antiquity  k«ew  no.  patriarch  of 
Conftantinople.  His  firft  claim  was  founded  on  ?.  canon 
of  the  Council  of  Conftantinople  in  the  year  381.  At 
this  Council  was  celebrated  by  forne  Eaftern  prelates, 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  Weftern  bifhops,  though 

K  afterwards 
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afterwards  accepted  by  them  as  to  the  decifion  of  faith* 
the  canon,  if  it  be  genuine,  which  is  doubtful,  becaufe  it 
was  never  prefented  to  Darnafus,  the  "then  Roman  pon- 
tiff, nor  to  his  fucceffor,Siricius,  nor  known  to  the  Weftern 
prelates,  could  have  no  force.  This  Anatolius  muft  have 
known.  To  give  the  canon  of  Constantinople  effecl,  he, 
with  Juvenal,  bifhop  of  Jerufalem,  after  the  diffoluticn  of 
the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  headed  a  party  of  fome  pre- 
lates, and  continued  fune  fellions.  In  the  laft  of  thefe, 
the  1 6th  action  this  28  th  canon  was  formed,  in  the  ab- 
fence  of  the  pope's  legates  and  the  officers  of  the  empire. 
On  their  return  the  legates  preffedthe  party  to  fupprefs 
the  canon,  but  could  not  prevail  on  them  to  doit :  they 
have,  faid  Lucenfius,  one  of  the  legates.,  paffed  in  filence 
the  canons  of  the  318  Fathers  (in  Nice)  and  mentioned 
but  thofe  of  the  150  (in  Conft.)  which  are  not  amongit 
the  canons  of  the  church,  and  which  were  made  as  they 
fay  abcut  eighty  years  ago.  To  this  Anatolius,  and  his 
party,  made  no  reply.  It  is,  therefore,  true  that  he  hirri- 
felf thought  that  canon  of  no  force:  "If,  during  that 
time,5'  continued  Lucenfius,  "  they  enjoyed  thefe  privi- 
leges, why  do  they  alk  them  now  ?  And  if  they  never 
enjoyed  them,  why  do  they  afk  them  ?"  To  this  rea- 
foning  no  reply  was  made  \  the  truth  is,  no  reply  could 
be  made. 

Aetius,  arch-deacon  of  the  church  of  Conftantinoplej 
defired  to  know  if  the  legates  had  any  orders  from  the 
Pope  on  that  fubjecr, :  the  Fried  Boniface  read  this  order 
from  Leo  :  "  Do  not  furler  the  ordinance  of  the  fathers 
to  be  infringed  or  diminimed  , . . The  magiftrates  faid 
let  the  canons  be  produced .  . .  .  Pafchafinus  read  the  fixth 
canon  of  the  Council  of  Nice,  beginning  with  thefe  words : 
"  The  Roman  Churchhadalways^theprimacy.  JLet  the  old 
cuftom  cod  t inu  e,"  &c.  I  n  the  copy  produced  by  Aetius,  thefe 
uuid.v — "  the  Roman  Church  had  always  the  primacy" — 
did  not  appear  :  they  would  have  ruined  his  caufe  before 
the  magiftrates,  from  whole  influence  over  the  biihops  he 
expected  a  favorable  decifion  ;  but  he  did  not  prefume  to 

fay 


fay  that  Pafchafinus's  copy  was  incorrect,  nor  did  any  of 
his  party.  The  fame  words  arfr  found  in  many  manu- 
fcripts,  and  in  iome  the  title  of  the  canon  :  Of  the  primacy 
of  the  Roman  Churchy  and  of  the  Bijhops  of  other  Cities— f&b 
Pouget.  Conftantine,  the  Emperorss  Secretary,  read 
from  the  copy  produced  by  Aetius  the  ftxdi  of  Nice,  and 
alfo  thecanon  of  the  Council  of  Conftantinople.  on  which 
Anatolius  founded  his  claim.  After  fome  altercation 
the  magiftrares  faid :  "  from  what  has  been,  faid  and 
done  we  fee  firft  that  the  primacy  and  prerogative  of 
honor  mutt  be  preserved  according  to  the  canons,  to  the 
?*chbiihop  of  old  Rome,  and  that  the  bifhop  of  Conftan- 
tinople is  to  have  like  privileges,  that  he  may  have  a 
right  to  ordain  metropolitans  in  the  diftricls  of  Afia,  of 
Poncus  and  of  Thrace."  This  judgment  of  the  magif- 
trat.es  damns  their  memory  :  for  there  was  no  canon  pro- 
duced which  gave  the  primacy  or  prerogative  of  honor 
to  the  Roman  Pontiff.  This  therefore  was  a  flagrant 
falfehood  :  in  the  canrnof  Nice,  as  read  from  the  copy 
produced  by  Aetius,  there  was  nothing  adjudged  to  the 
Roman  See;  but  its  provincial  jurifdiction  was  made 
a  rule  for  the  Sees  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch,  and  in 
the  Council  of  Sardica,  to  which  they  fee m  to  allude, 
though  its  canons  were  not  produced,  it  was  only  deter- 
mined that  appeals  in  what  is  called  chief  cciufes  mould  be 
carried  to  Rome  in  reverence  to  Peter's  monument.  This 
was  not  giving  a  primacy,  but,  on  account  of  primacy, 
acknowledging  a  tribunal  in  the  laft  refort.  Again  the 
Council  of  Nice  had  declared  that  the  jurifdicYion  and 
rank  of  the  patriarchs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  mould 
be  continued,  and  as  this  was  confeffedly  a  General 
Council,  and  its  canons  univerfally  known  and  approved, 
the  canon  of  the  fubfequent  Council  of  Conftantinople, 
neither  known  nor  approved,  could  not  deprive  them  of 
their  rank  and  jurifdiction,  this,  therefore,  was  a  mani- 
fed  injuftice.  Hence,  thefe  confcientious  magiftrates, 
under  pretence  of  judging  according  to  the  law,  pro* 
nounced  a  fentence  in  direcl  oppofition  to  the  law. 

We 
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We  know,  from  writers  on  the  fubjecl,  that  the  Ge- 
neral Council  of  Chalcedon  was  clofed  at  the  6th  feifion, 
when  the  prelates  had  fubfcribed  the  definition  of  faith, 
and  then  prayed  the  Emperor  to  difrnifs  them.  They 
were  delayed  for  fome  few  days  by  the  Emperor's  or- 
ders, and  a  party  forrned  by  Anatolius,  who,  courtier 
like,  made  the  Emperor's  power  and  influence  the  in- 
ftrumcnt  of  his  ambition.    Some  feflions  were  held  on. 
different  fubje£ts,  in  the  lafl  of  thefe,  the  1 6th  action, 
which  was  exclufively  compofed  of  Anatolius's  partifans, 
as  appears  from  the  fubfcribers  being  but  145  in  num- 
ber, though  the  Council  confided  of  5  20,  as  they  thegi* 
felves  atteft,  this  28th  canon  was  enacted.    That  this 
was  done  through  the  influence  of  the  Court,  is  manifeft 
from  their  letter  to  Leo*  in  which,  after  acknowledging 
him  to  be  their  head,  and  the  guardian  of  the  vineyard 
appointed  by  Chrift,  fee  Remarks,  p.  194,  praying  him 
to  confirm  this  decree,  they  fluff,  the  fcene,  they  talk  of 
imperial  felicitations,  that  they  adjudge  no  rig&t,  that 
they  only  confirm  an  eftabliflied  cuftom  :  "  we  make 
known  to  you,"  fay  they,  "  that  we  have  regulated 
fome  other  things  for  the  eftabliflxment  of  good  order 
and  the  firmnefs  of  the  laws,  perfuaded  that  your  Ho- 
linefs,  when  informed,  will  approve  and  confirm  them. 
We  have  authorifed,  by  a  fentence  of  this  Synod,  the 
old  cuftom  of  the  holy  church  of  Conftantinople,  to  or- 
dain the  metropolitans  of  the  diftricls  of  Afia,  of  Pontus, 
and  of  Thrace  :  not  fo  much  for  the  advantage  of  the 
See  of  Conftantinople,  as  for  the  peace  of  thofe  metropo- 
Hticai  Sees,  where  tumults  frequently  happen  after  the 
death  of  bifhops  ;  the  clergy  and  the  people  having  no 
head,  which  your  Holinefs  nauft  know,  as  having  been 
often  importuned, principally  on  account  of  the  church  of 
Epheius. 

"  We  have  alfo  confirmed  the  cannon  of  the  150  fa- 
thers, aflembled  at  Conftantinople  by  the  great  Theodo- 
fms,  which  orders,  that  the  bifhop  of  Conftantinople  Jhall 
have  the  prerogative  after  your  See  ;  perfuaded  that  you, 
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who  generoufiy  enrich  others  with  your  own,  will  con- 
tinue your  cares  of  the  See  of  ponftantinople.,  and  extend 
to  ic  the  fplendour  of  your  apqftolical  power.  It  is  true 
your  legates  have  ftrenuoufly  refifted  this  decree  ;  but 
they  intended,  no  doubt,  to  leave  you  the  honor  of  it  -y 
that  the  prefervation  of  peace,  as  well  as  of  the  faith, 
might  be  afcribed  to  you.  We  have  done  this  in  com- 
pliance to  the  emperor,  the  fenate,  and  the  imperial 
city  ;  we  pray  you  therefore  to  honor  our  judgment  with 
your  fufFrage,  and  to  accomplifh  thejuft  defires  of  your 

children  you  will  do  nothing  more  pleating  to,  the 

Emperor,  who  has  eftabliftied  your  judgment  as  a  Jaw  j 
and  the  See  of  Conftantinople  will,  upon  every  occafton, 
fhew  its  gratitude  by  its  union  and  zeal." 

The  Emperor  Martianus,  or  Marcien,  the  Emprefs 
Pulcherica,  and  Anatolius  himfelf,  wrote  to  the  Pope, 
praying  him  to  authorife  the  decree  in  favor  of  the  See 
of  Conftancinople.  Though  the  primacy  of  the  Roman 
See  was  acknowledged,  and  no  encroachment  made  on 
itsjurifdiclion,  yet  Leo,  whofe  confcience  was  not  in- 
fluenced by  political  views,  could  not  be  prevailed  upon 
to  facriiice  the  rights  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch,  to  the 
ambitious  intrigues  of  Conftantinople.  He  replied  as 
became  the  common  father  of  the  Chriftian  world  Ana- 
tolius,"  faid  he,  u  ought  to  reft  fatisfied  that  I  Hftened  to 
mercy  rather  than  to  juftice,  in  approving  his  irregular 
ordination/'  This  intriguing  prelate  had  been  ordained 
bifhop  of  Conftantinople,  by  Diofcorus,  of  infamous 
memory,  after  the  pretended  depolitioh  of  Flavien,  a 
moft  pious  and  orthodox  prelate,  and  he  himfelf  had 
ordained  Maximus  biftiop  of  Antioch,  in  place  of  Dom- 
nus,  injuftly  depofed  ;  through  love  of  peace  Leo  had 
diffembled  the  irregularity  of  thefe  ordinations,  "  this 
indulgence,"  continued  the  pontiff,  "  ought  to  make 
Anatolius  modeft  rather  than  ambitious  ;  he  ought 
to  imitate  the  humility  of  Flavien,  his  predeceffor,  and 
not  found  a  claim  on  the  confent,  which  he  extorted 
from  fome  of  his  brethren,  which  can  be  of  no  force  a- 
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gain  ft  the  canons^  principally  againft  thofe  of  Nice,  the 
authority  of  which  is  everlafting  and  inviolable,  and 
cannot  be-  abrogated  by  any  other  Council,  however 
fo  numerous.  The  city  of  Constantinople  has  its  privi- 
leges but  they  are  temporal  ;  it  is  the  royal  city,  but  it 
cannot  become  an  Apoftolical  See  ;  the  privilegesof 
the  churches*  eftablifhed  by  the  canons,  cannot  be  an- 
nulled, nor  the  authority  of  fo  many  metropolitans  can- 
celled, to  fatisfy  the  ambition  of  one  man.  Alexandria^ 
ought  not  to  lofe  the  fecond  rank  on  account  of  the  per- 
fonal  crime  cf  Biofcorus,  nor  Antioch  the  third.  Abou$ 
Hxty  years  this  violence  has  been  fuffered,  but  the  bi- 
fhops  of  ConftantLuople  have  never  fent  this  pretended 
cannon,  which  they  ailedge,  to  the  Holy  See."* 

The  reafon  arugned  in  this  pretended  canonof  Con- 
stantinople is  fufficient  to  condemn  it  :  for  if,  as  that 
canon  fays,  privileges  had.  been  conferred  on  Rome  be- 
caufe  it  was  the  imperial  city  ;  they  ought  to  have  beer* 
transferred  to  Conftanunopl'e,  winch  was  then,  and 
long  before,  the  feat  of  empire  ;  or  as  Grelafius,  in  his 
letter  to  the  bifliops  of  Darcbnia,  faid  Milan,  and  Treves, 
and  Nicomedia,  had  been  imperial  cities,  yet  no  prima- 
cy was  conferred  on  them,  and  what  is  conclufive  againft 
Nilus  and  his  affociates,  thefe  very  prelates  who  give  the 
fecond  rank  to  the  See  of  Constantinople  becaufe  it  is  the 
imperial  city,  acknowledge  Leo  to  be  the  fuccenor  and 
reprefentative,  not  of  the  Roman  emperor,  but  of  the, 
Roman  pontiff  Peter,  who  never  pretended  to  any  im- 
perial power  or  dignity.  Nor  coutd  the  intrigues  of  the 
bilhops  of  Conftantinopie,  fupported  by  the  wealth  and 
power  of  the  emperors,  obtain  for  them,,  from  any 
Council,  but  the  iecond  place.  No  patriarch  ever  pre- 
tended to  be  fuperior  to  the  Roman  pontiff,  until  the  Re- 
formation gave  us  popes  in  every  village.  So  true  it  is, 
as  Gelafius  that  venerable  and  learned  pontiff  fays  in  his 
Council  of  feventy  bidiops,  fo  well  known  to  antiquity, 
that  "  the  Holy  Roman  Church  was  not  made  fuperior 
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to  other  churches  by  fynodical  conftitutions,  but  by  the 
evangelical  voice  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  it  obtained  the 
primacy." 

It  is,  notwithffonding,  true  that  the  Roman  church 
may  be  faid  in  a  certain  fen'fe  to  have  obtained  authority 
from  Councils,  becaufe  they  have  declared  her  authority 
and  privileges,  as  we  fay  that  the  Council  of  Nice  de- 
clared the  Son  to  be  equal  to  the  Father,  in  oppofmon 
to  the  Arian  pretenlion.  Thus  Nicolas  I.  in  his  letter  to 
the  Emperor  Michael, fays  :  "  thefe  privileges  were  given 
to  this  church  by  Chrift  ;  they  were  not  given  by 
Synods;  but  they  were  celebrated  and  honored  by 
them."  ..... 

Calvin,  Illyricus,  and  the  century  writers,  difcover  a- 
nother  iource  of  the  pontifical  jurifdiction  over  the 
Greeks,  in  a  law  of  the  emperor  Phocas,  in  the  beginning 
of  the  7th  century  ;  and  over  the  French  and  Germans 
in  the  conceflion  of  Pepin,  king  of  France  :  but  we  have 
feen  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  acknowledge  this  jurifdicti-/ 
on  in  the  year  452,  more  than  a  century  before  Phocas 
was  born  ;  and  we  found  it  inferted  as  an  imperial  law 
by  Juftinian,  to  whom  Phocas  was  fourth  in  fuccefllon 
— fee  Novella  ico,  alias,  131  :  we  found  it  acknow- 
ledged in  the  Councils  of  Nice,  of  Ephefus,  of  Conftan- 
tinople  ;  and  exercifed  before  and  after  thefe  Councils 
were  aflfembled — fee  Remarks,  p.  191  ..  .  206.  It  is 
true  that  Phocas  publiflied  a  law,  by  which  he  declared 
the  Roman  church  head  of  all  churches,  but  it  Was  to 
iupprelSjby  the  civil  power,  the  ambition  of  tliebifhops 
of  Conftantinople,  who,  at  that  time,  had  affumed  the 
ftile  of  unwerfal  bijhop.  Bede.  de  6. 

When  Calvin  fays  that,  Pepin  and  pope  Zachary,  had 
combined  to  rob  Childeric  of  his  kingdom,  and  then, 
like  two  thieves,  to  divide  the  fpoils,  the  one  to  have 
the  temporal,  and  the  other  the  fpiritual,  jurifdiclion 
over  the  French,  he  contradicls  all  writers  on  the  fub- 
ject,  and  advances  falfehoods  as  inconfiftent  with  each 
other  as  they  are  with  truth  :  for  if  it  be  true,  as  he  fays, 
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that  Zachary  did  authorife  the  French  to  transfer  their 
allegiance  from  Childeric  to  Pepin,  it  is  therefore  true 
that  he  did  then  exerciie  a  fpiritualjurifdiction  over  the 
French,  arid  consequently  felfe  that  he  received  it  after 
from  Pepin.  The  fact,  as  related  by  ail  hiftorians  of  the 
time,  is,  that  the  Nobles,  defirous  of  conferring  the  name 
of  King  on  Pepin,  who  exercifed  the  regal  power  under 
that  idiot  Childeric  III,  confulted  the  pope  on  the  fub- 
jecl:,  who  replied :  "  that  order  required  that  he  who 
poffetied  the  power  mould  have  alfo  the  ndriie  of  King," 
and  Pepin  was  crowned  by  Boniface,  archbimop  of  May- 
ancfc,  whom  we  know  to  have  been  then  and  long  be- 
fore the  pope's  legate  in  France.  His  letters  to  pope 
Zachary,  confulting  him  on  many  points  of  doctrine 
and  difcipline,  together  with  that  pontiff's  anfwers,  are 
yet  in  being.  The  venerable  Bede,  an  Engliih  writer 
who  lived  a  century  before  Pepin,  fays  of  Gregory  the 
Great,  that  he  exercifed  the  pontifical  power  in  the 
whole  world  ;#  and  Gregory  himfelf,  who  lived  a  cen- 
tury before  Bede,  in  his  letter  appointing  Virgil,  bifhop 
of  Aries,  his  legate  to  prefide  over  all  the  biihops  of 
France,  orders  him  to  refer  the  judgment  in  chief  cau- 
fes  to  the  Apoftolical  See.f 

Leo,  who  preceded  Gregory  a  century  and  an  half, 
in  his  letter  to  the  French  bifliops,  fays  :  "  you  will  ac- 
knowledge with  us  that  the  Apoftolical  See  has  been 
confulted  in  innumerable  inftances  by  the  priefts  of  your 
Province,  and,  according  to  appeals  in  different  caufes, 
judgments  have  been  quafhed  or  confirmed. "J 

Cyprian,  who  preceded  Leo  a  century  and  an  half,  in 
his  letter  to  the  Roman  pontiff  Stephen,  prayed  him  to 
have  Marcien,  bilhop  of  Aries,  depofed,  and  a  fucceffor 
elected  to  fill  that  See.  The  pope  therefore  exercifed 
his  fpiritual  jurifdi&ion  in  France,  in  Cyprian's  days, 
that  is,  in  the  year  of  Chrifl  254,  when  this  letter  was 
written.  Seventy  years  before  the  Council  of  Nice,  the 
firft  General  Council,  was  affembled,  it  was  not  there- 
fore 
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fore,  from  general  Councils  that  the  pope  received  this 
power.  Marcien  had  adopted  the  opinion  of  Novatien, 
a  celebrated  refonnift  of  the  time,  and  refufed  to  admit 
to  penance  thofe,  who  intimidated  in  perfecution,  had 
either  facrificed  to  idols,  or  purchafed  certificates. 
This  unwarranted  rigour  produced  nothing  but  def- 
pair  ;  Fauftin,  bifliop  of  Lyons;  wrote  to  Stephen  on 
the  fubjed  ;  he  wrote  alfo  to  Cyprian,  arch-bifhop  of 
Carthage,  who  was  confulted  as  an  oracle,  and  in  point 
of  fcience  fuperior  to  Stephen,  but  having  no  jurif- 
diction  in  France,  Cyprian  wrote  to  Stephen  and  pray- 
ed him  inftantly  to  fend  firong  letters  to  the  French 
bimops  and  to  the  people  of  Aries,  that  Marcien  might 
be  depofed,  and  afucceffor  elected,  whom  you  will  make 
known  to  us,  faid  he,  that  we  may  know  to  whom  we 
may  write  and  addrefs  our  brethren.*  Diriganiur  in 
provinc'nvn  et  ad  pkbem  Arelata  conftjlertem  a  te  litter  a  qui  bus 
ah/lento  Marciano  alius  in  locum  ejus  fubjtituatur.  Calvin, 
whofe  imagination  always  difcovered,  even  in  truth, 
fomething  to  countenance  his  errors,  concludes  from 
Cyprian's  letter  that  Stephen  exerdfed  no  jurifdiction  in 
France.  **  If,"  fays  he,  "Cyprian  thought  that  Stephen 
prefided  over  Gaul,  would  he  not  fay :  reft  rain  them, 
they  are  your's  ;  but  he  fpeaks  far  otherwife>  this,  he 
fays, the  fraternal  fociety  by  which  we  are  bound  requires 
that  we  mould  mutually  admonifli  each  other.'*  To 
Cyprian's  words,  which  are  found  in  all  the  copies  of 
his  works,  Calvin  fubftitutes  his  own.  If  an  admoni^ 
tion  without  any  jurifdicYion  had  been  fufficient  to  re- 
move Marcien,  Cyprian's  advice  was  of  greater  weight 
than  Stephen's. 

Some  time  after  his  acceffion  to  the  epifcopal  dignity, 
Cyprian  affembled  a  Council  at  Carthage,  on  the  15th 
of  May,  252,  to  examine  the  caufe  of  thofe,  who  fell  in 
the  perfecution.  Privatus,  who  had  been  bifliop  of  Lam- 
be  li  a,  in  Numedia,  but  depofed  for  his  crimes,  appear- 
ed before  the  Council  in  hopes  of  being  retaliated.  In 
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\he  bittcrnefs  of  difappointment,  he  conietrated  a  pre- 
tended bifhop  of  Carthage,  as  if  Cyprian  had  been  de* 
pofed.    This  mifcreant,  named  Fortunatus,  fent  a  de- 
putation to  Rome,  defiring  letters  of  communion  from 
the  then  pope  Cornelius.    Feliein^mus,  afcmfmatic  bi- 
{hop,  was  at  the  head  of  the  deputation.   In  the  letters 
which  he  brought  from  Carthage,  it  was  ftated  that 
Fortunatus  had  been  elected  by  25  bifliops,  with  other 
falfehoods  and  mifreprefentations  of  Cyprian's  conduct. 
The  pontiff  rejected  their  application,  wrote  to  Cyprian 
on  the  fubject.    They  renewed  their  application,  with 
menaces  if  the  pope  did  not  take  cognizance  of  their 
caufe  that  they  would  read  their  letters  publicly.  The 
pontiff  alarmed,  wrote  a   feeond  letter  to  Cyprian, 
whofe  mefTe.nger  had  not  yet  arrived  at  Rome.    In  his 
anfwer  to  this  letter,  he  expreues  his  diffatisfaction  of 
the  pope's  indulgence  to  his  enemies  ;  juftifies  his  con- 
duct and  appointment:  "  there  are,"  fays  he,  "  kifhops 
who  are  not  made  by  God,  but  they  are  bifhops  without 
the  pale  of  the  church.    The  Lord  himfelf  fuffered  many 
to  defert  him,  and  faid  to  the  apoftJes  :  will  you  alfo  go  a- 
way  ?  But  Peter ,  on  whom  he  built  his  churchy  replied  ;  Lord 
to  whom  fhall  we  go  ?  Shewing  that  they  who  forfake 
Jefus  Chrift  perifli  through  their  own  fault,  but  the 
church,  which  believes  in  him  does  not  fcrfake  him, 
and  they  are  the  church  who  remain  in  the  houfe  of  the 
Lord."   He  then  affigns  the  reafons  why  thefe  appellants 
had  been  retrenched  from  the  catholic  communion,  and 
adds  :  tc  after  all  this  they  dared  to  crofs  the  fea  and 
carry  letters  from  fchifmatics  to  the  Chair  of  Peter,  and 
to  the  principal  Church which  is  the  fource  of  facer  dotal 
unity,  not  confideripg  that,  they,  to  whom  they  apply, 
are  Romans,  whofe  faith  was  praifed  by  the  apoftle,  to 
whom  infidelity  can  have  no  accefs."*    In  this  letter  we 
fee  Cyprian,  archbifhop  of  Carthage,  primate  of  Numi- 
dia,  acknowledge  the  fpiritual  jurifdiction  of  the  Roman 
See,  which  he  calls  the  chair  of  Peter,  to  which  infideli- 
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ty  can  have  no  accefs,  and  call  that  church,  not  (imply 
the  mother  and  miftrefs  of  all  churches*  but  the  very 
fource  from,  which  all  ecckfiaftical  authority  muft  flow  ; 
though  in  the  fame  letter  he  complains  of  the  irregulari- 
ty of  appeals  from  the  ordinary  tribunals:  "it  is,"  fays 
he,  "  eftablifhed  amongft  us,  and  juftly,  that  every  cri- 
minal fhould  be  examined  in  the  place  where  the  crime 
has  been  committed,*' — ibid. 

The  univerfal  jurisdiction  in  fpirituals  of  the  Roman 
pontiff  is  {hewn  with  irrefiftible  evidence  by  the  inftal- 
ment  and  depofiticn  of  prelates  in  the  diftricls  immedi- 
ately  fubject  to  the  patriarchal  Sees  of  Alexandria,  An- 
tioch,  and  Conftantinople.  That  prelates  depofed  by 
Councils  withijn  thefe  diftricls,  have  been  reinftated  on 
appeal  to  the  Roman  See  ;  and  that  fome  patri- 
archs have  been  depofed  for  mifconducl,  are  facts  of 
incontrovertible  notoriety  ;  of  bot^h  we  have  decifrve 
evidence  in  this  Council  of  Chalcedon,  which  Mifopapifl 
thinks  the  writer  ought  not  to  name.  The  truth  is, 
the  man  appears  never  to  have  read  a  line  in  the  acts  of 
that  Council,  except  fome  garbled  fragments  in  Illyri- 
cus,  of  lying  memory. 

Theodoret,  the  hiftorian,  a  prelate  whofe  works  have 
furyived  the  ravages  of  time,  had  been  depofed  by  the 
falfe  Council  of  Ephefus,  at  which  Diofcorous  prefided ; 
he  had  appealed  from  the  fentence  to  the  Roman  pon- 
tiff,— fee  his  Appeal,  Remarks,  p.  199,  and  was  rein- 
ftated by  the  authority  of  the  then  pope  Leo,  and  re- 
ceived by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon.  In  the  firft  fetlion, 
or  aclion  as  it  is  called,  the  magiftrates  raid  :  'Met  the 
moft  reverend  bifiiop  Theodoret  comein  and  affiftin  tbs 
Council,  becaufe  the  moft  holy  archbifhop  Leo  has  re- 
inftated him  in  the  epifcopal  dignity."  Some  Egyptian 
prelates  of  Diofcorous'  party  objected  to  his  admiftion, 
faying  that  he  was  infected  with  the  Neftorian  herefy. 
They  did  not  pretend  that  Leo  exercifed  an  unwarrant- 
ed authority,  in  quafhing  the  judgment  of  a  numerous 
Council,  over  which  the  patriarch  of  Alexandria,  who 
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then  held  the  fecond  rank  in  the  church,  prefided,  which 
fhould  have  been  their  firft  objection  to  Theodoret's  ad* 
million, and  would  have  been  peremptory,  if  the  pope's  ju- 
rifdiction  had  not  been  univerfally  acknowledged.  In  the 
8th  fcflion,  when  Theodoret  had  fatisfied  the  Council  ihat 
his  faith  was  pure,the  magiftratesfaid  :  "  there  is  no  more 
difficulty  on  Theodoret :  he  has  anathematifed  Neftorius 
before  you  ;  he  has  been  acknowledged  by  the  arch- 
bifhop  Leo  ;  he  has  voluntarily  received  your  decifion 
of  faith  ;  finally,  he  has  fubferibed  Leo's  letter  ;  no 
more  remains  but  that  you  order  him  to  refume  his 
church  as  Leo  has  judged."  All  the  bifhops  replied  :. 
"Theodoret  is  worthy  of  his  See  ....  Long  live  the  arch** 
bifhop  Leo."  In  this  caufe  we  have  public,  authentic,  fa- 
tisfaclory  and  indifputable  evidence  of  the  Roman  pon- 
tiff's jurisdiction.  His  judgment  in  appeal  from  thefen- 
tenceof  a  Council,  at  which  the  patriarch  of  the  fecond 
See,  authorifed  by  the  emperor's  letters,  prefided,  is  ad- 
mitted with  acclamation  in  a  General  Council,  compo- 
fed  of  Greeks  and  Afiatics,  at  which  were  prefect 
Anatolius,  of  Conftantinople  ;  Maximus,  of  Antioch  ; 
Juvenal,  of  Jerufalem,  &c. 

In  the  f a me  Council  Maximus  was  acknowledged  pa- 
triarch of  Antioch  though  his  entrance  had  been 
irregular*  becaufe  it  was  authoufed  by  the  Roman  pon- 
tiff :  in  the  loth  feflion,  held  on  the  6th  of  the  calends 
of  November,  in  which  the  caufe  of  Ibas,  bifhop  of 
EdefTa,  which  had  been  examined  in  the  preceding  fefli- 
on, was  terminated,  after  reading  the  acts  of  the  judg- 
ment in  Berirus,  on  the  ift  of  September,  448,  in  which 
Ibas  had  been  acquitted  of  the  charges  againft  him,  the 
magiftrates  defired  that  the  proceedings  againft  him  in 
the  falfe  Council  of  Ephefufc  fhould  be  read.  To  this 
the  pope's  legates  objected,  faying  that  no  regard  was  to 
be  paid  to  any  thing  done  in  that  AfTembly,  excepting, 
notwithstanding,  the  ordination  of  Maximus,  bifhop  of 
Antioch.  Anatolius.  of  Conftantinople,  joined  in  opini- 
on with  them,made  the  fame  exception  in  favor  of  Maxi- 
mus, 
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mus,  juftified  the  exception  by  faying  :  that  the  holy 
archbifhop  Leo  had  received  him  to  his  communion, 
and  judged  that  he  ought  to  govern  the  church  of  An* 
tioch.  Though  Maximus  had  not  been  ordained  ia 
that  Council,  his  ordination  was  confequent  to  the 
injuft  depofuion  ofDomnus  in  it,  and.  ffianifeftly  irregu- 
lar. 

The  deposition  of  Diofcorous,  patriarch  of  Alexandria, 
in  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  is  a  linking  inffance  of  the 
Roman  pontiff's jurifdiclion.  In  the  third  feffion,  on 
the  13th  October,  451,  Diofcorous  having  refufed  to 
appear,  though  cited  juridically  three  feveral  times, 
Pafchafinus  afked  :  what,  was  to  be  done?  If  the  Coun- 
cil thought  proper  to  judge  him  according  to  the  rigour 
of  the  canons  !  The  Council  declared  their  content. 
Then  the  three  legates,  Pafchafinus,  Lueenfius  and  Bo- 
niface, pronounced  the  fentence  in  thefe  words  :  "  The 
exceffea  committed  by  Difocorous,  heretofore  bifhop  of 
Alexandria,  are  made  manifeft,  as  well  in  the  preceding 
fitting  as  in  the  prefent  ;  he  has  received  to  his  commu* 
nion  Eutyches  condemned  by  his  own  bifhop  ;  he  per- 
iitls  in  fupporting  what  has  been  done  at  Ephefus,  for 
which  he  ought  to  beg  pardon  as  others  have  done ;  he 
did  not  permit  the  letter  of  pope  Leo  to  Flivien  to  be 
read  ;  he  even  excommunicated  the  pope  ;  many  coin- 
plaints  have  been  prefented  againft  him  before  the 
Council  ;  he  has  been  cited  three  feveral  times  and  re- 
fufed to  obey,  wherefore  the  hwly  archbifhop  of  Rome, 
Leo,  by  us,  and  by  this  Council,  with  the  apoflle  St.  Peter, 
who  is  the  rock  and  the  foundation  of  the  catholic 
church,  and  of  the  catholic  faith,  has  divefted  him  of 
the  epifcopal  dignity  and  of  the  facerdotal  miniftry,  let 
the  Council  difpoie  of  him  according  to  the  canons. 
Anatolius,  of  Conflantinopie  ;  Maximus,  of  Antioch  ; 
Stephen,  of  Ephefus,  and  all  the  other  bifhops  prefent, 
individually  gave  their  affent  to  this  judgment.  Their 
words  though  differing  in  found  have  all  the  fame  ten- 
dency in  fenfe, — fee  the  Acts  of  this  Council  in  Labbe's 
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aolfe&ion,  or  Nicoleti's,  or  abridged  in  Fleury's  Ecclefi- 
aftical  Hiftory,  Book  xxi. 

.  In  the  annals  of  the  world  there  is  not  a  more  authen- 
tic act  of  univerfal  fpiritual  jurifdiction :  the  Romaa 
pontiff  depofes  the  patriarch  of  the  fecond  See  by  his 
legates  in  the  Council,  and  by  the  Council,  exercifing- 
his  jurifdiction  at  the  fame  time  by  the  prelates  there 
aflembled  and  over  them.  To  this  acl  we  have  on  re- 
cord the  names  of  191  fubferibing  witneffes,  not  one- 
diflentient  voice,  nor  have  we  heard  of  any  reclama- 
tion. 

Nicolas  I,  in  his  letter  to  Michael  III,  Emperor  of 
Conftantinople,  enumerates  eight  patriarchs  of  that  See, 
who  had  been  depufed  for  errors  in  faith,  and  mifcon- 
duct,  by  different  Roman  pontiffs  ;  of  thofe  Anthimus 
wasr  depofed  in  Conftantinople  by  pope  Agapetus  in  the 
year  536,  notwithstanding  the  entreaties  of  the  empe- 
ror, and  the  threats  and  pramifes  of  the  emprefs,  and 
Menas  confecrated  in  his  place.  This  Liberatus,  a  writer 
of  the  fame  age,  relates  in  JSrevario,  cap.  2 1 ,  and  Zo- 
nares,  in  the  life  of  Juftinian— fo  far  was  the  people  of 
Conftantinople  from  thinking  the  bifhop  of  that  city 
exempt  from  the  jurifdiction  of  the  Holy  See  by  the 
28th  canon  of  Chalcedon. 

And  Gelafius,  in  the  year  495,  in  his  celebrated  letter 
in  anfwer  to  the  bifliops  of  Dardania  on  the  fubject  o£ 
Acacius,  patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  who  had  been  de- 
pofed by  Felix  II.  for  herefy,  on  the  complaint  of  John, 
patriarch  of  Alexandria,  but  yet  continued  to  officiate 
under  the  protection  of  the  emperor  Zeno,  refutes  the 
depofition  of  Acacius,  made  by  fome  fchifmatics,  on  the 
ground  of  its  not  having  been  done  in  Council,  as  he 
was  bifhop  of  the  imperial  city.  As  this  learned  and 
pious  pontiff  difcufTes  the  queftion  in  a  mafterly  manner 
the  writer  begs  leave  to  infert  a  part  of  his  letter  :  "  re- 
flect," fays  he,  u  on  every  thing,  which  has  happened 
lince  the  spoflies,  and  you  will  fee,  that  our  Fathers  the 
catholic  bifliops  having  once  condemned  each  herefy  in 
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Council,  refolved  that  what  they  had  decided  mould 
remain  inviolable,  not  permitting  the  queftion  to  bt 
again  difcuffed,  wifely  forefeeing  that  otherwife  there 
would  be  nothing  folid  in  the  judgments  of  the  church* 
for  however  manifeft  the  truth  may  be,  error  will  never 
<:eafe  to  make  objections,  being  fupported  by  obftinacy 
in  default  of  realbn.  They  have  therefore  thought  it 
fufiicient  to  condemn  herefy  with  its  author,  and  declare* 
that  whoever  in  future  mould  adopt  the  fame  error, 
Would  be  included  in  the  firft  condemnation.  Thus 
Sahellius  has  been  condemned  in  a  Council  ;  thus  the 
Arians  in  the  Council  of  Nice ;  thus  Eunomius,  Mace- 

|  d6nius,  Neftorius.  Thefe  things  pre-fuppofed,  we  are 
well  affured  that  there  is  no  true  Chriftian,  who  does 
not  know  that  it  is  principally  the  duty  of  the  firft  See 

I  to  execute  the  decrees  of  Councils  approved  by  the 
confent  of  the  univerfai  church  ;  as  it  is  this  See  which 

|  confirms  Councils  by  its  authority,  and  enforces  their 

!  cbfervance  in  virtue  of  its  primacy. 

The  Holy  See  having  certain  proofs  that  Aeacius  did 
fwerve  from  the  catholic  communion,  had  been  a  long 
time  without  believing  it,  becaufe  he  himfelf  had  often 
been  the  executor  of  its  judgments  againft  fectaries  ; 
he  was  warned  by  letter  frequently  during  a  fpace  of 
nearly  three  years  ;  a  deputation  by  a  bifliop  with  letters 
was  fent  to  exhort  him  not  to  feparate  himfelf  from 
the  catholic  unity  •  and  either  to  come  or  fend  to  juftify 
himfelf  againft  the  weighty  accufations  of  John,  bifliop 
of  Alexandria  :  for,  though  a  new  Council  could  not 
be  held,  there  is  no  bifliop,  who  could  decline  the  judg- 
ment of  the  firft  See,  to  which  the  bifliop  of  the  fecond 
See,  having  no  ,  other  Judge,  had  applied.  Aeacius  in- 
flead  of  making  fatisfaction  had  corrupted  the  legates, 
endeavouring  to  draw  this  See  into  communion  with 
heretics,  and  by  his  letters  declared  that  he  did  commu- 
nicate with  Peter  (an  Eutychian  intruder)  praifing  him, 
and  making  bitter  reproaches  againft  John  (the  catho- 
lic patriarch)  of  Alexandria,  without  daring  to  come  or 

fend 


88 


fehd  tojufUfy  what  he  advanced.  Acacius,  therefore, 
has  been  condemned  in  virtue  of  the  Council  of  Chal- 
cedon,  and  the  Holy  See  has  retrenched  him  from  her 
communion,  left  fhe  Ihould  fall  into  communion  with 
Peter;  of  Alexandria,  with  whom  Acacius  did  join  in 
communion.  Thus  Timothy,  Elurus,  and  Peter,  of 
Alexandria,  who  pafled  for  bifhops  of  the  fecond  See, 
have  been  condemned  without  a  new  Council  by  the 
Holy  See  on  the  complaint  of  Acacius  himfelf.  Let 
ihem  fhew  how  Peter  has  been  jufiified.  The  whole 
church  knows  that  the  chair  of  St.  Peter  has  the  risht 
of  abfolving  from  the  judgments  of  other  bifhops,  and 
of  judging  the  church,  fo  that  no  other  can  judge  its 
judgments  \  fin.ce  the  canons  direct  that  appeals  may  be 
brought  to  it  from  all  parts  of  the  world,  and  it  is  not 
allowed  to  appeal  from  it.  Acacius  therefore  had  no 
power  to  abfolve  Peter,  of  Alexandria,  without  the  par- 
ticipation of  the  Holy  See,  who  condemned  him.  Let 
them  fay  by  what  Council  he  has  done  it,  he  who  was 
but  firrspiy  a  biihop,  dependant  on  the  metropolis  of 
Heraclea  .......  We  have  fmiled,  faid  he,  at  the  pre- 
rogative, which  they  defire  to  give  Acacius,  as  bifhop 
of  the  imperial  city.  Has  not  the  emperor  refided  at 
Rcvenna,  at  Milan,  at  Sirmium,  and  at  Treves  ?  The 
bifhops  of  thefe  cities,  have  they  ever  tranfgrefTed  the 
bounds,  which  antiquity  prefer ibed  to  them.  If  atten- 
tion be  paid  to,  the  dignity  of  cities,  the  bifhops  of  the 
fecond  and  third  Sees,  have  more  dignity  than  the  bi- 
fhop ofa  city  which  has  not  even  the  right  of  a  rnetropo* 
lis.  The  temporal  power  of  the  empire  and  the  distri- 
bution of  ecclefiaftical  dignities  are  different.  However 
fmall  the  city  it  does  not  diminifli  the  grandeur  of  the 
prince  there  refident,  nor  does  the  prefence  of  the  em- 
peror "change  the  order  of  religion,  the  city  ought  ra- 
ther to  make  fuch  advantage  fubfervient  to  the  liberty 
of  religion,  remaining  quietly  within  its  bounds.  Let 
them  hear  the  emperor  Marcien,  who  unable  to  obtain 
any  thing  for  the  exaltation  of  the  bifhop  of  Conftanti* 
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hople,  from  pope  Leo,  of  holy  memory,  gave  him  great 
applaufe  for  fupporting  the  canons  ;  let  them  hear  the 
biihop  Anatolius  hirnfelf,  who  faid  that  the  enterprife 
was  rather  from  the  clergy  arid  people  of  Conftantino- 
ple  than  from  hirnfelf,  arid  that  Leo  was  matter  of  it. 
Leo  hirnfelf,  who  confirmed  the  Council  of  Chalcedon, 
quaftied  all  that  was  done  there  anew,  contrary  to  the 
canons  of  Nice*  befides  the  power  which  he  had  given 
to  his  legates." 

The  writer  has  been  thus  explicit  on  the  Council  of 
Chalcecion,  for  the  information  of  thefe  readers  who 
may  not  have  recourfe  to  ecclefiaftical  hiftory.  This 
caftigator  feems  incapable  of  either  giving  or  receiving  in- 
formation. His  object  is  to  involve  truth  in  obfcurity, 
hence  thefe  wretched  fophifms,by  which  he  endeavours  to 
embarrafs  the  unlearned.  P.  48,  he  fayS,  that  this  writer 
in  his  remarks  ought  to  have  proved  that  the  See  of  Rome 
was  Peter's  fucceffor  as  well  as  the  pope*  Is  the  man  fo 
contemptibly  ignorant  as  nottoknow  that  a  writer,fpeak- 
ing  of  the  power  of  the  Crown,  is  underftood  of  the 
powers  veiled  in  the  King,  in  virtue  of  his  kingly  of- 
fice ?  In  the  next  page  he  tranfcribes  from  Raynold,  a 
proteftant  writer  of  the  other  day,  as  vehement  in  his 
inve&ives  againfl  the  pretended  idolatry  of  the  church  of 
Rome  as  this  caftigator  hirnfelf,  and  from  FrohTard,  a 
French  writer  of  the  thirteenth  century,  of  whom  the 
author  of  his  life  fays :  H  aimcit  la  chaffey  la  mufique^  les 
fetes  la  prarure,  la  bonne  chere,  le  fyin^  et  les  femmes.  Ccs 
gouts  fortifies  par  F  habitude  ne  mourureni  qiiavee  luu  This 
reverend  writer  would  have  made  a  confpicuous  figure 
amongft  the  Reformifcs,  if  he  had  not  come  a  century  or 
more  too  foon.  Thefe  are  the  Fathers  who  condemn 
Popery  !  In  their  works  this  caftigator  finds  that  popes 
Martin  and  Clement  called  themfelves  Gods  ;  to  thefe  he 
adds,  from  the  repofitory  of  his  own  brain,  this  remark- 
able palfage  :  "  to  thefe  a  multitude  of  teftimonies 
might  be  added,  in  which  the  pope  is  tailed  :  the  Lord 
our  God  the  pope,  another  God  upon  earth,  the  King  of 

M  Kings, 


go 

Kings,  and  Lord  of  Lords  ;  and  in  Which  it  is  faid  that 
he  is  more  than  God,  and  that  his  power  is  greater  thari 
all  created  authority,  and  reaches  to  things  in  heaven, 
earth,and  hell,  p  50."  Thispaffage  will  be  cited  from  Po- 
pery  Condemned  by  other  fanatical  fcrihblers,  as  the  caftiga- 
tor  cites  from  Raynold  and  FroifTard,  they  are  of  equal 
aurhority,  and  of  fimilar  veracity.  The  writer  recom- 
mends a  ferious  meditation  on  this  paffage,  by  which  St. 
John  clofes  his  revelation  : v"  without  are  dogs  and  poi- 
foners.  fornicators  and  homicides,  and  idoTators,  and 
every  man.  who  loves  and  makes  a  He— Rev.  xxii.  1 5." 

His  quotation  from  Bellarmine  only  fhews  that  he 
knows  nothing  of  dialectics  ;  or  that  he  does  not  un- 
derftand  the  language  of  that  famed  controvertift.  In 
the  chapter  which  the  caftigator  cites,  Bellarmine  under- 
take* to  prove  that  the  pope  by  a  deciiion  addrefled  to 
the  whole  church  as  firft  paftor  cannot  order  anything 
contrary  to  faith  or  good  morals  ;  that  he  can  neither 
prohibit  virtue  nor  command  vice.  This  position  he 
founds  on  the  promife  of  Chrift  to  his  church,  John  xvi.  i 
"  when  the  fpirit  of  truth  will  come  he  will  teach  you 
all  things,'*  which  in  the  mo  ft  limited  fenfe  muft  be  uri- 
derftood  of  all  tilings  neceffary  to  fylvation.  He  founds 
a  fecond  argument  on  the  impiety  of  fuppofing  that 
God  commands  the  faithful,  to  obey  their  paftors,  and 
permits  thefe  paftors  to  teach  that  virtue  is  vice,  or  that 
vice  is  virtue  ;  which  is  a  manifeft  herefy,  or  fomething 
worfe.  The  writer  has  yet  to  learn  how  the  fuppofitioti 
may  be  juftified  from  biafphemy. 

In  the  next  page,  he  either  mi  (lakes  or  miftates  the 
argument  deduced  from  Ignatius's  letter  :  it  was  found- 
ed on  the  manner,  in  which  he  addreffes  that  church,  dif- 
ferent from  his  ialutation  to  the  other  churches,  and 
ir.anifeftly  expreffing  its  pre-eminence.  No  proteftant 
ever  denied,  fays  the  cailigator,  that'che  Roman  church 
prefided.  in  the  country  of  the  Romans.  That  the  Ro- 
man church  is  in  the  country  of  the  Romans  no 
man  of  common  underft  anding  ever  denied  \  but  that 
.  <  the 
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the.  Roman  church  prefided  oyer  other  churches  this 
caltigator  denies  ;  he  has  learned  from  his  fpirit  of  divi- 
nation how  a  church  may  preUde  over  itfelf,  or  prefide  over 
no  church:  Ignatius  does  not  confine  theprefidency  of  the 
Roman  church  to  the  country  of  the  Romans,  he  falur.es 
her  as  a  prefiding  church  exifting  in  the  country  of  the 
Romans,  and  fays  that  (he  prefirfea  in  charity,  which 
this  caftigator,  better  informed  no,  doubt,  contradicts. 

He  next  attempts  to  diflort  a  paffage  fa&m  ireneus, 
and.  affix  to  it  a  fenfe  as  far  remote  from  that  prelate's 
words  and  ideas,  as  the  moil:  flagrant  falkhoo  i  is  from 
the  moil  manireft  truth.  The  writer  does  not  remem- 
ber to  have  feen  a  more  bare-faced  impofirion  on  pub- 
lic credulity.  To  give  fome  colour  of  truth  to  this 
newly-invented  fenfe  he  gives  a  verfion  of  the  p.uTage, 
which  favours  more  of  fraud  than  ignora  ;cs.  Th  >u gh, 
fays  he,  p.  $^cumhacconvenireEcdfui  n^y  fignify  to 
agree  with  ibis  church,  ad  banc  convenire  Ecclefiam  the 
phrafe  ufed  by  Jreneus,  can  never  betaken  in  dut  ac- 
ceptation. However  the  acceptation  in  which  he  tik?o 
it,  only  increafes  the  force  of  the  argument  which  he  en- 
deavours to  e^ude  :  for  if  it  be  true*  as  he  fiys,  that  the 
phrafe  fignifies  :  the fur rounding  faithful  are  under  a  neccjfi* 
t%  of  reforting  fa  this  church,  it  muft  be  to  know  its  doc- 
trine, or  receive  its  orders  :  for  the  faiihful  are  not  un- 
der the  neceffity  of  reforting  to  any  church  for  their 
temporal  affairs.  Moreover  Ireneus  fays  that  every 
church  muft  refort  to  this  church,  on  account  of  its  more 
powerful  principality,  and  explains  what  he  calls  every 
church,  that  is,  fays  he,  the  faithful,  who  are  every  where, 
without  diftin&ion  of  country  or  redaction  of  place, 
eos  qui  funt  undique fiddes,  he  fets  no  bounds  or  limits.  In 
the  face  of  truth  and  common  fenfe,  this  caftigator  pretends 
that  more  powerful  principality  muft  beunderftoodof  theftate 
of  Rome,  of  which  Ireneus  does  not  fpeakat  all,  not  of 
the  Roman  church,  of  which,  in  the  verfion,  which  he 
himfelf  gives,  it  muft  be  underftood,  as  it  can  bear  no 
other  fenfe.  The  phrafe,  eos  qui  funt  undique  fiddes  he  art- 
fully 
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fully  franflates  :  the furrounding  faithful,  which  his  com** 
ment  reduces,  to  the  people  near  the  fuburbs  of  Rome, 
or,  as  he  terms  it  :  the  fuburbicary  regions*  He  has  not 
told  us  how  Lyons,  an  inland  city  in  France,  of  which 
Jreneus  was  biihop,  was  metaphorfed  into  a  fuburbicary  I 
of  Rome,  nor  has  he  told  us  with  what  propriety  Irene-  I 
us  faid  :  that  every  church  muft  refort  to  the  Roman 
church  on  account  of  its  more  powerful  principality,  if 
he  only  intended  to  fay  :  that  the  people  of  the  adjacent 
country  were  obliged  to  go  to  Rome  to  tranfact  their 
private  bufinefs  :  if  this  caftigator  prevails  on  himfelf  to  ,  1 
believe  that  Ireneus,  fpeaking  of  the  Roman  church, 
founded  by  the  apoftles  Peter  and  Paul,  is  to  be  under- 
ftood  of  the  Roman  State,  which  they  did  not  found  \ 
and  when  he  fays  :  that  every  church  muft  refort  to  this 
church  on  account  of  its  more  powerful  principality,  he 
is  to  be  underflood  of  the  people  going  to  tranfact  their 
private  buGnefc  in  the  city.  The  writer  laments  his  fol- 
ly, and  if  he  does  not  believe  it,  he  more  fincerely  la- 
ments the  credulity  of  his  dupes.  Let  him  confult  his 
fpirit  of  divination  to  know  why  Chriftian  churche* 
Ihould  refort  to  a  Heathen  fenate,  or  a  Heathen  emperor. 
If  ever  the  church  was  diftinct  from  the  State  it  was  in 
Ireneus's  days,  when  the  State  perfecuted  the  church  I 
with  relentlefs  virulence  and  unremitting  ardour*  As  the 
caftigator  feems  determined  to  force  Ireneus  to  condemn 
popery,  however  reluctant,  the  writer  begs  leave  to  fur- 
mfhfome  materials  for  the  exercife  of  his  talent.  That 
venerable  prelate  wrote  a  treatife  againft  herefy,  in  the, 
time  of  pope  Eleutherius,  about  the  year  180.  This 
treatife,  yet  extant,  in  an  old  Latin  verfion,  with  fome 
fragments  of  the  original,  is  divided  into  five  books. 
In  the  firft  he  accurately  explains  the  fyftem  of  Valenti- 
nus,who  pretended  to  engraft  all  the  extravagancies  of  the 
Platonic  philofophy  on  the  doctrines  of  chriftianity  ;  he 
then  enumerates  all  the  Herefiarchs,  who  had  appeared, 
from  Simon,  the  magician,  in  the  apoftles  days,  to  la- 
tien,  his  own  cotemporary.  In  the  fecond  book  he  re- 
futes 
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futes  their  different  errors  with  great  ftrength  ofreafon- 
ing  and  perfpicuity.  In  the  third  he  eftablifties  the  ca- 
tholic do&rine  on  the  authority  of  the!  fcriptures  and 
tradition  ;  expofes  the  artifice  of  fe&aries,  who,  preffed 
by  the  authority  of  the  fcriptures,  had  recourfe  to  tradi- 
tion, and  to  decline  the  force  of  tradition,  had  recourfe  to 
the  fcriptures.    The  tradition  of  the  church  he  proves 
authentic  by  the  fucceflion  of  bifliops.    #  1  o  look  back,'* 
fays  he,  "  on  the  tradition  of  the  apoftles,  made  manifeft 
in  the  whole  world,  is  eafy  in  every  church,  for  all, 
who  delire  to  fee  :  we  can  enumerate  thofe,  who  have 
been  inftituted  bifhops  in  the  churches  by  the  apoftles, 
and  their fucceffors, down  to  us,whotaught  no  fuch  thing, 
knewnofuch  thing  as  thefef  Her.)have  raved, if  the  apoftles 
hadknown  concealed  myfteries,  which  they  had  taught  to 
the  perfecl,  unknown  to  others,  they  would  have  deli- 
wed  them  principally  to  thofe,  to  whom  they  commit- 
ted the  churches  -  for  they  required  that,  they,  whom, 
they  themfelves  had  left  their  fucceffors,  and  to  whom 
they  had  committed  their  authority  to  teach,  ■  Locum 
Magijierii  tradentes\  mould  be  truly  perfecl  and  irre- 
proachable in  all  things  ;  but  as  it  would  be  very  tedi- 
ous to  enumerate  the  fucceflions  of  all  churches,  we  con- 
found all  thofe,  who  in  whatever   manner,  whether 
through  felf-love,  vain-glory,  blindnefs  or  unfound  doc- 
trine, collect  what  they  ought  not, by  indicating  to  them 
the  faith  of  the  greateft,themoft  ancient,  andbeft  known 
church,  founded  atRome  by  the  two  moft glorious  apoftles 
Peter  and  Paul ;  and  that  tradition  which  is  from  them, 
and  is  come  to  us  by  the  fucceflion  of  biftiops,  with  this 
church  every  church  muft  agree,  or  *u  to  this  church 
every  church  muft  refort,5'  on  account  of  its  more  pow- 
erful principality,  that  is,  the  faithful,  who  are  every 
where,  in  which,  that  tradition,  which  is  from  the  apof- 
tles, has  been  maintained  by  thofe,  who  are  every  where. 
The  bleffed  apoftles  therefore  having  founded  and  in- 
ftructed  the  church,  gave  the  epifcopal  charge  of  ad- 
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miniftering  the  church  to  Linus,  of  this  Linus  Paul 
fpeaks  in  his  epiftles  to  Timothy  ;  to  him  fucceeded 
Anacletus  ;  after  him,  in  the  third  place  from  the 
apoftles,  Clement  obtained  the  bifhopric,  wfho  faw 
the  apoftles  themfelves  and  conferred  with  them, 
whilft  he  had  yet  the  preaching  of  the  apoftles  founding, 
and  their  tradition  before  his  eyes,  and  not  alone,  for  as 
yet  many  remained,  who  had  been  taught  by  the  apof- 
tles, under  this  Clement,  a  great  divifion  was  made 
amongft  the  brethren  a^t  Corinth,  the  Roman  church 
wrote  a,  powerful  letter  to  the  Corinthians  to  reftore 
them  to  peace,  and  to  renew  in  them  that  faith  and  tradi- 
tion, which  they  had  received  from  the  apoftles.  To 
this  Clement  Evariftus  fuceeded,  and  Alexander  to  Eva* 
riftus  ;  the  fixth  from  the  apoftles,  Sixtus  was  appointed^ 
and  after  him  Te.lefph.orus,  who  faffered  martyrdom 
moft  glorioufly  ;  then  Hyginus,  and  after  him  Pius,  af- 
ter whom  Anicetus,  when  Soter  fucceeded  Anicetus.  Now 
in  the  twelfth  place  from  the  ap>oftles  Eleutherius  has  the 
epifcopal  charge,  by  this  ordination  and  fucceflion,  that 
tradition,  which  is  from  the  apoftles,  in  the  church,  and 

the  preaching  of  truth,  defcended  to  us   If,  con « 

tinues  Ireneus,  the  leaft  queftion  be  under  difcufiion  is  it 
not  neceffary  to  refort  to  the.  moft  ancient  churches, 
v^here  the  apoftles  lived  ?  What  if  the  apoftles  had  left 
us  no  writings  ?  Should  we  not  follow  the  tradition^ 
which  they  left  to  thofe,  to  whom  they  entrufted  the^ 
churches  ?  This  is  what  many  barbarous  nations  obferve, 
who  believe  in  Jefus  Chrift,  without  paper  or  ink,  hav^ 
ing  the  doctrine  of  falvation  written  in  their  hearts  by 
the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  faithfully  keeping  the  old  tradition, 
concerning  one  God  and  Creator,  and  of  his  Son  Jefus. 
Chrift.  They,  who  have  received  this  faith  without 
writings,  are  barbarous,  as  to  their  language,  with  re- 
fpecl  to  us  ;  but  as  to  their  fentiments.  and  their  con- 
duel,  they  are  truly  wife  and  pleafmg  to  God  ;.they  ob» 
ferve  juftice  and  chaftity  ;  and  if  any  one  ihould  preach 
in  their  language    what  thefe  feftanes  have  invented, 

they 
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they  would  flop  their  ears  and  fun  far  away ;  they  would 
T)ot;liftentoTuchbhfphemy,theold  tradition  of  theapoftles 
does  not  fuffer  fuchmonftrous  doctrines  to  come  into  their 
minds,  becaufe  there  are  as  yet  no  aflemblies  of  fectaries 
amongft  them :  for  before  Valentinus  there  were  no  Va- 
lentinians  ;  before  Marcion  there  were  no  ftfarcionites, 
nor  any  of  thefe  feclaries  before  their  authors." 

In  his  next  eflay,  the  caftigator  will  inform  us  how 
Lyons,  in  France,  Corinth,  in  Greece,  and  thefe  bar- 
barous nations,  who  knew  nothing  of  the  Greek  or 
"Roman  languages,  were  tranfported  into  the  neighbour- 
hood of  Rome,  as  hiflory  13  filent  on  the  fubject,  his 
familiar  fpirit  will  tell  him,  how  the  inhabitants  of  thefe 
countries,  going  to  tranfacl  their  private  buftnefs,  learn- 
ed from  a  Heathen  fenate,  the  tradition,  which  de- 
fended from  the  apofiles  by  the  fucceffion  of  bifhops. 

This  comment  on  Ireneus,  extracted  from  the  fecu- 
lence of  a  difordered  brain,  he  pretends  to  flrengthen, 
by  diftorting  the  fixth  canon  of  Nice  from  the  intended 
fenfe,  and  the  only  fenfe  which  ft  conveys.  The  writer 
once  more  inferts  the  canon  as  cited  by  AetiuSj,  and  after 
him  by  the  caftigator,  "  let  the  ancient  cuftora  continue 
in  Egypt,  Lybia,  and  Pentapolis,  that  the  bifhop  of 
Alexandria  have  the  power  over  all  thefe,  becaufe  this  is 
the  cuftom  or  manner  of  the  bifhop  oi  Rome,"  oti  kai  to 
en  ie  Rome  touto funethes  eftu  He  muft  be  as  acute  as  the 
-inftructing  fpirit  of  the  caftigator  who  can  difcover  in 
this  canon  any  jurifdiction  given  to  the  bifhop  of  Rome. 
If  words  be  underftood  in  their  common  acceptation, 
the  canon  fays,  that  it  was  the  cuftom  with  the  bifhop  of 
Rome,  that  the  bifhop  of  Alexandria  mould  prefide  over 
Egypt,  Lybia,  and  Pentapolis,  for  touto,  this,  muft  have 
a  reference  to  the  former  fentence.  If  the  canon  had 
faid  :  the  bifhop  of  Rome  prefides  over  the  fuburbicary 
citiesin  Italy,  thereforelec  the  bifhop  of  Alexandria  prefide 
over  Egypt,  Lybia,  and  Pentapolis,  the  reafon  would 
have  been  inefficient  and  ridiculous.  This  comment, 
therefore,  converts  found  reafoning  into  npnfenfe.  Thisr 
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wild  conjecture  of  Rufinus,  the  caftigator  tranfcribes 
from  Illyricus,  which  he,  modeftly  enough,  gives  for 
the  fenfe  of  the  Fathers.  The  writer  begs  leave  to  allure 
him,  that  Rufinus  is  indebted  to  the  caftigator  for  his 
place  amofigft  that  venerable  body  of  men  ;  and  he  la- 
ments fincerely  that  this  wild  and  unfounded  conjecture 
is  not  the  only  one  which  affects  his  memory,  though 
he  mail  never  rank  him  with  feclaries  of  any  denomina- 
tion. St.  J erom,  in  his  apology  againft  Rufinus,  now 
before  the  writer,  treats  him  with  great  feverity,  he  ac- 
cufes  him  of  afcribing  a  book,  written  by  an  Arian,  to 
the  martyr  Pamphilus  ;  and  of  infidiouily  endeavouring 
to  introduce  the  errors  of  Origenes,  whofe  works  Rufi- 
nus had  tranflated  into  Latin,  as  if  authorifedby  him- 
felf. Rufinus,  in  his  invectives  againft  Jerom,  did  not 
juftify  himfelf  of  thefe  charges. 

The  caftigator,  who  difdains  to  confult  hiftory,  having 
his  familar  fpirit,  like  Socrates'  genius,  to  direct  him, 
tells  us  that  the  bifliop  of  Rome  by  refiding  at  the  feat 
of  government  had  acquired  a'confiderable  influence. 
Writers  of  the  time*  tell  us  that  his  influence  was  found- 
ed on  his  apoftolical  authority,  which  defcended  to  him 
in  due  fucceflion  from  his  predeceflbr  Peter.  At  the 
diftance  of  feventeen  centuries  this  caftigator  knows 
better :  his  furmife  Hands  in  oppofuion  to  the  pofitive 
aflurance  of  cotemporary  writers.  On  account  of  this 
influence,  continues  the  caftigator,  a  certain  refpect  was 
paid  to  him  hy  the  furrounding  hifhops,  in  courfe  of 
time  this  refpect  began  to  be  viewed  as  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  fuperiority*  but  he  met  with  a  formidable  oppo- 
nent in  the  bifliop  of  Conftantinople.  If,  difregarding 
the  fuggeftions  of  his  familar  fpirit,  he  had  confulted 
hiftory,  he  would  have  found  the  bifliop  of  Rome  peace- 
ably exercifing  his  fpiritual  jurifdiclion,  long  before 
Conftantine,  the  founder  of  Conftantinople,  was  bcrn. 
He  has  forgotten,  that  he  himfelf  has  told  us  in  the  fame 
page,  that  Anatolius,  depending  on  the  influence  of  the 
Court,  was  the  firft  opponent.    This  happened  in  the 
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year  451,  and  his  oppofition  was  not  to  the  biffiop  o£ 
Rome's  jurifdiclion,  for  that  he  acknowledged  ;  but  to 
obtain  a  priority  of  rank  over  the  patriarchs  of  Alexan- 
dria and  Antioch,  and  a  jurifdiclion  over  fome  metropo- 
litans, if  the  Roman  pontiff  would  confent,  which  con- 
tent, though  refufed  by  Leo,  was  at  length  extorted  bf 
pbftinate  importunity.  Common  fenfe  informs  us  that 
if  the  jurifdi&ion  of  the  bifhop  of  Rome  had  been  infU- 
tuted  by  any  Council,  or  any  human  authority,  this  in- 
triguing prelate  might,  through  the  influence  of  the 
Court  and  Senate,  in  fo  great  a  Council,  compofed  of 
Creeks,  Afiatics,  and  Africans,  have  obtained  a  jurif- 
diction  over  the  bifhop  of  Rome,  as  well  as  over  the  pa* 
triarchs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  *  and  fo  many  me- 
tropolitans, who  were  forced  to  fubmit  to  his  authority. 
The  caftigator  himfelf  has  told  us  that  the  jurifdiclion  of 
Alexandria  and  Antioch  had  been  authorifed  by  the  great 
Council  of  Nice  ;  if  then  the  jurifdiction  of  Rome  refted 
on  thefime  authority,  it  might  have  been  cancelled  in 
the  fame  manner  by  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  againft 
this  truth  there  is  no  reafoning,  the  caftigator  dates  facts 
which  invalidate  his  conjectures.  In  the  next  page,  59, 
he  tranferibes  the  twenty-eighth  canon  of  Chalcedon  as 
fafliioned  by  fome  other  fcribbler  :  for  the  writer  does 
not  fufpecl  him  ever  to  have  feen  it  in  the  original,  or  ta 
underftand  it  if  he  did.  Erafmus  would  have  faid  ;  Sentias 
Rabulam  out  Bttbulcum  effutieniem  non  prolcquenlem  et  quicquid 
in  Buccam  vsnerit  ebLttereniem,  "  whereas  the  See  of  M 
Rome  hath  been  not  undelervedly  diftinguiflied  by -ths 
Fathers  with  fome  privileges,  becaufe  that  city  was  th£ 
feat  of  empire,  the  Fathers  of  Conftantin<3p!e  were 
prompted  by  the  fame  motive  to  diftinguifii  tht  rfrcift 
Holy  See  of  new  Rome  with  equal  privileges,  thinking  k 
fit  that  the  city,  which  they  faw  honoured  with  tne  c:  - 
pire  and  thefenate,  and  equal  in  every  civil  privlle^?  to 
old  Rome,  mould  be  equalled  to  her  alio  m  e^clefiiftic/d 
matters/'  here  the  caftigator  flops,  his  copy  w;v3  1210th 
eaten,  or  mouldered  with  age  :  the  c?no:.  ihmJs  -bus  la 
•  '     .  N  &fj 


9« 

all  copies  which  have  efcaped  the  moths :  "  the  Fathers 
by  right  attributed  to  the  throne  of  old  Rome  privile- 
ges becaufe  it  was  the  reigning  city  ;  through  the  fame 
motive  the  150  Fathers  have  judged  that  new  Rome, 
which  is  honored  with  the  empire  and  the  fenate,  fhould 
have  like  privileges  in  the  ecclefiaftical  order  and  be  the 
fecondaftfr  it.  Some  malignant  moth  had  fixed  on  thefe 
laft  Words  and  effaced  them  from  the  caftigator's  copy. 
The  canon  continues  to  enumerate  the  privileges  grant- 
ed to  the  See  of  Conftantinople  :  fo  that  the  metropo- 
litans of  the  diilricb  of  Pontus,  of  Thrace  and  Afia  only  ; 
and  the  biftiops  of  thefe  diocefes,  which  are  in  the  coun- 
tries of  the  Barbarians,  may  be  ordained  by  the  See  of 
Conftantinople,  on  report  of  their  canonical  elections." 
Thefe  are  the  privileges  granted  to  the  See  of  Conftanti- 
nople, on  condition  that  the  Roman  pontiff  Leo  would 
agree  to  it,  which  neither  the  perfuafions  of  the  emper- 
or, the  intrigues  of  Anatolius,  nor  the  entreaties  of  his 
friends  in  the  church,  in  the  fenate,  and  in  the  city* 
could  prevail  on  him  to  do,  not  becaufe  the  prerogatives 
of  the  Roman  See  were  diminiOied  :  for  the  canon  left 
them  entire  and  untouched  5  but  becaufe  the  patri- 
archs of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  were  deprived  6t 
the  rank,  which  they  held  in  the  church  from  the  earlieft 
ages,  and  which  was  confirmed  to  them  by  the  Council 
of  Nice. 

'lhe  caftigator,  in  what  he  calls  a  refutation,  p?.fTes  un- 
noticed the  teftimonies  of  Epiphanius,  of  Athanaiius,  of 
Bahl,  tht  Great,  of  Chryfoftom,  of  Cyril;  of  Alexandria  5 
&o,  which  the  writer  had  adduced  in  his  Remarks,  p. 
197,  ....  to  (hew*  that  the  bifhop  of  Rome  did  exercife 
his  jurifdi&ion  over  the  Greeks  and  A futics,  before  and 
after  the  Council  of  Nice  ;  and  cavils  on  st  paffage  of 
Theodoret  which  he  thinks  he  may  diftort. 

The  writer  had  faid  in  his  Remarks,  p.  193,  that  the 
Oriental  prelates  affembled  in  Conftantinople  in  the 
year  382,  who'  had  been  prefent  at  the  general  Council 
hi  381,  in  a  letter  to  the  Wdtern  prelates  then  at  Rome, 
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fay,  in  excufe  for  not  coming  to  Rome  :  "  fome  of  us 
cannot  poffibly  do  it,  becaufe  wc  prepared  ourfelves  to 
travel  not  farther  than  Conftantinopie,  as  we  were  com- 
manded by  letters  fent  by  your  reverence  to  the  emperor 
Theodofius  the  laft  year  after  the  Council  of  Aqueleia." 
The  eattigator  pr*«ends  that  the  language  of  the  prelates 
has  been  reverfed  in   that  citation.    He  ought  to  have 
confulted  Theodoret's  own  work  to  fupport  his  aflerti- 
on,  and  not  offer  a  garbled  fragment  from  Binius,  who, 
though  a  zealous  papift,  as  the  caftigator  fays,  is  not  the 
moil  c&act  compiler.    As  the  letter  is  now  before  the 
writer,  in  Theodoret's  work,  not  in  Binius's  compilati- 
on, he  gives  a  part  of  it,  from  which  the  reader  may 
judge  with  certainty,  whether,  in  the  citation,  he  had 
reverfed  the  prelates  language  or  not.     The  letter  is 
addreued  to  Damafus,  the  then  Roman  pontiff,  to  Am- 
brofe,  Britton,  Valerian,  Afcholius,  Aremus,  Bafil,  and 
the  other  bilhops  affembled  in  Rome.    After  defcribing 
the  horrors  of  the  perfecution,  and  the  fufferings  of  ca- 
tholics in  the  Eaft,  under  the  Arian  emperor  Valens, 
ihey  fay, :  "  feeing,  therefore,  that  you,  to  declare  your 
brotherly  love  towards  us,  having  by  the  permiffion,  of 
God  afiembled  a  Council  at  Rome,  did  call  us  thither  as 
members  of  your  own  body  by  tfre  letters,  of  the  Moft 
Holy  Emperor,  Left,  whereas  we  only,  have  in  times  paft 
endured  the  mifery,  now  that  the  emperor  hath  con- 
fented  to  the  fakh,   you  mould  reign  without  us,  but 
rather,  as  the  apoftle  fays,  we  may  reign  with  you,  it 
is  our  only  defire,  if  it  were  pofTible,  to  leave  our  church- 
es all  at  once  to  fulfil  your  defire,  or  rather  to  ferve  the 
neceffity  of  the  church.    *'  Who  will  give  us  wings  as 
the  dove  that  we  may  fly  and  alight  with,  you    but  be- 
caufe the  churches  lately  reftored  would  be  left  deititute 
by  that  mcafure,  and  moreover  fome  of  us  cannot  poffi- 
bly do  it,  becaufe  we  prepared  ourfelves  to  travel  not 
farther  than  Conftantinople,  as  we  weie  commanded  by 
letters  which  your  reverence  fent  to  the  moft  holy  em- 
peror Theodofius  the  laft  year,  after  die  Council  of  Aque- 
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leia  ;  and  for  this  Council  only  we  brought  'with  us 
the  confent  of  the  bifhops,  who  remained  at  home  in 
their  Provinces.  We  did  not  think  that  we  mould 
have  to  travel  farther  ;  nor  did  we  hear  of  any  fuch 
matter  before  we  met  at  Conftantinople  ;  moreover  the 
term  fixed  was  fo  fiiort  that  we  had  not  time  to  make  fo 
long  a  journey,  nor  to  call  the  bifhops  of  every  Province 
together,  who  communicate  with  us*  nor  yet  to  obtain 
their  confent.  Thefe  and  other  caufes  prevented  the  great* 
er  part  of  the  bifhops  from  going  to  you," — L,  v.  Cap.  9. 

From  this  extract  it  is  manifeft  that  Bamafus  did  not 
fummon  the  Afiatic  bifhops  in  virtue  ot  the  emperor's 
letters  ;  but  that  the  emperor  did  fummon  them  to  meet 
in  Conftantinople,  in  virtue  of  the  pope's  letters  after  the 
Council  of  Aqueleia,  and  when  they  arrived  in  Conftanti- 
nople, they  found  the  pope's  letters  in  the  emper>r  Theo- 
dolius's  hands,  directing  them  to  repair  to  Ron.e,  which 
they  declined  for  the  reafons  arfigned  in  their  letter.  This 
is  exprefsly  ftatedbyTheodorec :  in  the  preceding  chapter, 
after  giving  a  brief  account  of  the  Council  of  Conftanti- 
nople, heldi  in  the  year  381,  he  fays  :  the  eniuing 
furiimer  feveral  of  them  (the  bifhops)  returning  to  the 
fame  city  (Con.*)  for  the  neceffary  bufinefs  of  the  church 
called  them  thither,  they  received  letters  from  a  Council 
of  bifhops  in  the  Weft,  inviting  them  to  Rome,  where 
many  bifhops  were  affembled,  but  they  declined  making 

fo  long  a  journey,  thinking  it  to  no  purpole  their 

own  letter  will  more  clearly  {hew  their  fortitude  and 
wifdom,"  L.  v.  C  8.  He  then  gives  a  copy  of  their  letter 
as  cited.  It  is  therefore  true,  if  there  be  truih  in  hiftory, 
that  it  was  not  the  pope  who  fignified  the  emperor's  or- 
ders ;  but  it  was  the  emperor  who  intimated  the  pope's 
orders.  Socrates  Scholafticus,  a  layman,  as  ignorant  of 
ccclefia'ftical  matters  as  the  caftigator  himfelf;  and  Sozo- 
men,  a  lawyer,  who  copied  him,  fpeak  of  the  Emperor's 
orders  to  the  prelates  to  meet  in  Conftantinople,  which 
being  a  public  fact  they  muft  have  known,  they  are  filent 
as  to  the  pope's  orders,  of  which  perhaps  they  knew 
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nothing.  They  deferve  na  credit  in  oppofttion  to  Thea- 
dorct  the  mod  learned  prelate  of  the  age,  who  gives  ^ 
copy  from  the  record.  Does  this  caftigator  pretend: 
that  thefe  prelates  did  not  know  by  whofe  orders  they 
were  fummoned  to  meet  ?  We  know  from  the  feventh 
general  Council,  celebrated  by  Greeks  and  Aftatics,  and 
admitted  by  Nilus,  that  the  pope's  circular  letter  was, 
indifpenfibly  neceffary  to  authorife  a  general  Synod,  refu- 
ting the  pretenfions  of  an  Auembly,  collected  by  Copro- 
nymus,  of  infamous  memory,  which  had  aflumed  the 
title  of  oecumenical,  the  prelates  fay  :  "  how  is  it  an 
oecumenical  Synod,  which  was  neither  received  nor  ap- 
proved, but  anathematifed  by  the  bifhops  of  the  other 
churches  ?  Which  had  not  the  concurrence  of  the  pope 
of  Rome  nor  of  the  bifhops,  who  are  with  htm,  neither 
by  his  legates,  nor  by  a  circular  letter*  according  to  the  ufage 
of  Councils  ?**  Sefs.  6.  Thefe  prelates,  who  had  before 
them  the  original  records  of  all  the  general  Councils 
held  before  cheir  time,  declare  it  to  be  the  ufage  to  have 
the  pope's  circular  letter.  This  circular  letter  rnuft  have 
been  communicated  to  the  emperor  of  Conftantinople, 
for  without  his  confent  it  could  not  be  obeyed  by  the 
prelates  of  the  empire,  who  travelled  at  the  public  ex- 
penfe,  and  drew  their  fubfiftence  from  the  imperial 
treafury. 

The  pope's  concurrence  and  approbation  to  render  a 
Council  oecumenical  was  fo  well  known  to  be  indifpen- 
fible,  that  Stephen,  of  Morant  ;  Auxentius,.  a  Conltan- 
tinopolitan  born,  eminently  confpicuous  amongft  the 
Greeks,  both  for  fcience  and  fanclity,  objected  that  de- 
fect to  the  commiflioners  of  Copronymus  without  a 
reply.  Five  of  thefe  infatuated  prelates,  who,  in  com- 
plaifance  to  the  Court,  had  renounced  the  faith  of  their 
anceftors,  that  is,  Theodofius,  of  Ephefus  ;  Conftantine, 
ofNicomidia;  Conftantine,  of  Nutolia;  Sifinnius,  Par- 
tilus  and  Bafil,  Tricacabe,  with  the  patrician  Calliftus, 
and  the  prime  fecretary  Comboconan,  were  fent  by  the 
emperor  to  engage  Stephen  to  fubferibe  the  articles  of 
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faith,  newly  indented  and  authorifed-by  Coprenymus's, 
courtly  bifhops,  in  what  they  called  an  oecumenical 
Synod,  When  they  preffed  Stephen  to  fubferibe  this 
new  faith,  and  propofed  the  alternative,  death,  in  cafe  of 
non-compliance,  read,  faid  he,  that  I  may  fee  if  there  be 
any  thing  reafonable  in  it.  Conftantine,  bifhop  of  Na- 
tolia,  having  read  the  title  :  Definition  of  faith,  by  the 
Holy  Council  feyenth  oecumenical  ;  Stephen  replied  that 
the  Council  vvss  Reither  holy  nor  oecumenical,  on  the 
firft  member  of  the  disjunctive  the  writer  omits  Stephen's 
reaicning,  thus  that  venerable  fage  reafoned  on  the 
iecond  :  how  is  that  Council  oecumenical,  which  was  not 
approved  by  the  pope  of  Rome,  though  there  be  a  canon 
which  forbids  to  regulate  ecclef^aftical  affairs  without 
him  ?  It  has  not  been  approved,  continued  Stephen,  by 
the  patriarch  of  Alexandria,  nor  by  the  patriarchs  of 
^ntioch  or  Jerufalern.  Where  are  their  letters  ?  How 
can  that  be  called  the  feventh  Council,  which  is  irx 
oppofition  to  the  fix  preceding  Councils  ?  In  what,  re- 
plied RafiL,  do  we  difigree  with  the  fix  precedhag  Coun- 
cils? To  this  Stephen  inftantly  replied  :  were  they  not 
afTembled  in  the  churches  I— and  in  thefe  churches  were 
there  not  images  received  and  revered  by  our  fathers  ? 
ihfii,  though  a  ftrenuous  iconoclaft,  admitted  it.  Will 
•the  caftigator  deny,  what  his  anceftors,  on  the  evidence 
of  the  fact,  were  forced  to  admit  ?  that  there  were  ima- 
ges adorning  the  churchea,  and  there  revered  by  all  the 
prerates,  who  compofed  the  fix  firPt  General  Councils, 
that  is,  by  the  whole  chriftian  world  I  He  may  deny  it  : 
for  there  is  no  truth  whiqh  gerverfe  obftinacy  may  not 
deny  ;  but  his  anceftors,  the  iconoclafts,  could  not,  be* 
caufe  the  churches  were  then  in  being,  and  the  very  ima- 
ges revered  by  their  anceftors  were  there  to  be  feen.  On 
this  fubjecl  we  (hall  reafon  more  at  large  in  the  couife  of 
this  work.  The  writer  only  remarks,  at  prefent,  that 
the  pope's  concurrence  and  approbation  of  the  Council 
to  render  it  oecumenical  was  then  as  publicly  known, 
and  as  univerftHy  believed  by  the  Greeks,  as  that  the 
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images,  which  they  faw  with  their  eyes,  were  in  their 
churches, — fee  Stephen's  life,  by  Stephen  of  Conftan- 
tinople,  by  Theophanes,  or  Cederenus.  The  comrnifli- 
oners,  reduced  to  file  nee,  made  their  report  to  the  empe^ 
ror,  that  Stephen  was  powerful  in  argument,  and  fear- 
lefs  of  death,  which,  however,  that  remorfelefs  tyrant 
ordered  to  be  inflicted,  and  it  was  done,  with  circum- 
stances of  barbarity,  at  which  hurnanity  Judders. 

The  caftigator  has  recoUrfe  to  the  authority  of  Richer, 
whom  he  calls  a  learned  papift.  If  there  be  an  incor- 
rect, writer,  who  through  ignorance,  or  vanity,  hazards 
an  uncommon  opinion,  which  error  may  drag  to  its 
fupport,  he  is  a  man  of  fcience  in  the  caftigator's  opinion* 
though  the  writer  very  much  doubts  if  ever  he  read  a 
line  in  Richer's  works.  However  the  writer  begs  leave 
to  affure  him  that  Richer's  opinion^  are  of  no  weight  ; 
that  they  have  been  refuted  more  than  once,  and  were 
by  himfelf  three  feveral  times  retracted.  His  treatife  on 
eccleflaftical  and  political  power  would  have  been  well 
received  in  Copronymus's  Court,  but  would  have  been 
anathematifed  by  the  univerfity  of  Paris,  whofe  doctrine 
Richer  pretended  to  elucidate,  if  the  Parliament  had  not 
interfered.  It  was  anathematifed  by  the  celebrated 
cardinal  du  Perron,  in  a  Council  of  eight  foifhops,  in 
Paris,  in  1612  ;  in  this  hiftory  of  the  Councils  Richer 
garbled  and  diftorted,  in  order  to  give  feme  colour  of 
truth  to  his  new  opinions,  as  all  innovators  do. 

Ctmftianus.  Lupus  is  a  writer  of  great  weight  ;  if  he 
has  undertaken  to  prove  that  Theodofius  called  this  Af- 
fembly  alone,  as  the  caftigator  afferts,  which  the  writer 
very  much  doubts,  but  cannot  contradict  as  Lupus'^ 
works  are  not  in  his  hands,  it  only  fhews  that  Lupus 
did  not  read  Thcodoret  on  the  fubjecfc,  and  took  for 
granted  what  Socrates  and  Sozomen  had  faid,  without 
farther  difcuffion.  <  . 

Eufebius  fays  that  Conftantine  the  Great  affembsed 
the  Council  of  Nice.  True,  and  Theodoret  fays  that 
Theodofius  aflembled  the  Council'  of  Conftantinople  ; 
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but  they  do  not  fay  that  this  was  done  without  the 
Roman  pontiff's  confent.  If  Theodoret  had  not 
given  a  copy  of  the  Afiatic  prelates  letter  to  Dama- 
fus,  we  fhould  not  have  known  from  his  hiftory  that 
Theodolius  intimated  the  pope's  confent,  at  the  fame 
time  that  he  ordered  the  prelates  to  affemble.  In 
the  fame  fenfe  it  may  be  faid  that  all  general  Coun- 
cils were  fummoned  by  the  emperors  of  the  times  then 
in  being  :  for  without  the  emperor's  orders  and  aflift- 
ance  no  general  Council  could  be  alfembled,  nor  other 
affembly  formed  :  it  was  the  (landing  law  of  the  empire, 
yet  to  be  feen  in  the  civil  law*  1.  ff.  de  Coll.  illieUs  &  L. 
de  Conven.  But  Conftantine  did  not  pretend  to  any 
fpiritual  authority,  nor  did  heat  all  interfere  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  Council,  over  which  Ofius,  bifhop  of 
Cordova,  Vitus  and  Vinceniius,  priefts  of  the  city  of 
Rome,  as  legates  of  the  Holy  See,  prefided,~-fee  Re- 
view, p.  176.  I  he  caftigator,  who  feems  to  know  no- 
thing of  the  matter,  but  what  he  conjectures  from  fome 
garbled  fragments  in  Illyricus,  is  advifed  to  read  the 
work  which  he  pretends  to  refute,  in  it  he  will  find  truth 
attefted  by  authentic  hiftory,  not  unfounded  conjecture, 
drawn  from  materials,  fafhioned  by  arch  impoftors*  to 
miflead  the  unwary.  The  members  of  the  Council,  if 
we  believe  the  caftigator,  afTert  that  they  were  fummon- 
ed to  meet  by  Conftantine,  in  their  letter  to  the  Egypti- 
an bifhops,  p.  64.  To  this  the  Writer  replies  that  they 
might  have  afierted  it  with  truth  and  propriety  for  the 
reafons  already  afligned,  but  yet  they  did  not.  Their 
letter  is  given  by  Theodoret,  L.  i.  Cap.  9,  the  writer 
tranfcribes  the  paffage  alluded  to,  it  is  thus  expreffed  : 

To  the  holy  and  famed  Church,  by  the  grace  of  G~d, 
the  church  of  Alexandria,  and  to  our  loving  brethren  in- 
habiting Egypt,  Lybia,  and  Pentapolis,  the  bifhops  ai- 
fern  bled  in  the  holy  and  great  Council  of  Nice,  fend 
greeting  in  our  Lord.  Whereas  by  the  grace  of  God? 
and  the  help  of  the  mod  holy  emperor  Conftantine,  thia 
great  and  holy  Council  is  aftembled  from  feveral  Pro- 
vinces 
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vinces  and  cities  at  Nice  ....  The  prelates  fay  that  it 
was  by  the  affiftance  of  the  emperor  they  were  afTem- 
bled,  and  truly :  for  without  it  they  could  not  affemble, 
but  they  neither  include  himfelf  nor  any  of  his  officers 
in  the  number  of  the  members  who  compofed  the 
Council.  That  venerable  affernble  was  compofed  ex- 
ciufively  of  bifhops,  fucceffors  in  office  to  the  apoftles, 
and  the  firft  paftors  conftituted  by  apoftolical  authority* 
each  to  feed  his  refpective  portion  of  the  one  great  flock 
entrufted  to  Peter's  care.  It  was  not  a  motley  crew  of 
felf-taught  and  felf-con flit u ted  leaders.  Hence  they 
fay  :  the  biftops  affembied  in  the  Holy  and  Great  Council  of 
Nice. 

■  We  have  already  feen  what  the  Greeks  thought  of  a 
Council  affembied  by  an  emperor  without  the  confent 
of  the  Roman  pontiff,  left  the  cafligator  mould  think 
that  their  fentiments  had  been  changed  in  the  courle  of 
three  or   four  centuries,  the  writer  tranfcribes  from 
Theodoret  the  anfwer  of  Eulogius,  chief  priefl  of  Edefta, 
with  his  companions,  the  priefts  and  deacons  of  that 
church,  to  Modeftus,  the  imperial  prefect,  about  the 
year  37 1.    Valens,  the  Arian  emperor,  having  baniflied 
Barfes,  the  bilhop  of  Edeffa,  ordered  the  prefect  to  ar- 
reft  the  priefts   and  deacons  of  the  church,  and  fend 
them  into  exile  alfo,  if  they  did  not  communicate  with 
the  Arians.  Modeftus,  endeavouring  to  prevail  on  chem 
to  obey  the  imperii  edict,  faid  :  "it  is  an  act  of  defperate 
madnefs,  that  fo  few  as  you  are,  fhould  refift  the  em- 
peror, who  governs  fo  many  and  fuch  mighty  nations  : 
As  no  one  replied  the  prefect  fpoke  to  Eulogius,  the  chief 
pricft,  a  man  worthy  of  everlaftingf  praife  ?  What  I 
Doft  thou  not  anfwer  to  what  I  have  faid  to  thee  ?  Ve- 
rily, replied  Eulogius,  I  did  not  think  it  my  duty  to  an- 
fwer when  I  was  not  afked  the  queftion.    I  have  be- 
flowed  many  words,  faid  the  prefect,  to  advife  you  for 
your  good.    Your  fpeech,  replied  Eulogius,  was  addrei- 
fed  to  us  all,  I  did  not  think  it  right  to  prevent  imy 
companions,  and  anfwer  alone,  but  if  it  be  your  will  to 
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afk  me  any  thing,  I  fhall  tell  you  my  mind.  Then,  faid 
the  prefect,  communicate  with  the  emperor.  To  this 
Eulogious  pleaTantly  replied  :  What  ?Is  my  lord  the  em- 
peror, befidcs  the  empire,  become  a  prieft  ?  That  is, 
with  the  imperial  dignity  has  he  received  the  priefthood 
alio  ?5'  That  this  their  opinion  was  univerfaily  believed 
by  catholics  we  know,  becaufe  it  was  never  cenfured  ; 
becaufe  it  was  approved  and  applauded.  Theodoret  con- 
tinues :  the  prefecl:  apprehended  eighty  of  them,  and  fent 
them  away  into  Thrace.  As  they  were  led  into  exile 
great  honor  was  done  them  on  the  Way  :  cities  and  towns 
came  in  procerlon  to  meet  them  .  •  .  .  L.  iv,  C.  16. 

The  writer  begs  leave  to  infert  the  preceding  chapter 
by  way  of  digreffion.  In  it  the  reader  will  ice  how 
deeply  the  then  Chriilian  world  was  immeifed  in  what 
•are  now  called  popilh  fuperftitions. 

As  to  Barfes,  (B)  whofe  glory  frill  continues  not  only 
in  EdefTa,  which  city  he  governed,  and  in  the  neighbour- 
ing cities,  but  alfo  in  Fhenicia,  Egypt  and  Thebais,  for- 
the  fame  of  his  virtues  had  been  heard  in  all  thefe  coun- 
tries. Valens  firft  aifigned  him  Aradus.  an  ill  and,  for 
his  dwelling  place  ;  but  when  he  underftood  that  an  im- 
menfe  number  of  people  flocked  about  him  there,  for 
he  was  endued  with  apoftolica)  grace,  and  cured  difeafes 
by  his  word  only,  the  emperor  removed  him  thence  to 
Oxyrineus,  a  city  in  Egypt.  Again  when  his  fame  at- 
tracted multitudes  he  fent  him  to  a  cauie  called  Phenas, 
fituate  in  the  utmoll  boundary  of  that  country,  border- 
ing on  the  favage  people  who  dwell  there.  Thither 
Valens  tranfported  this  aged  father,  who,  God  knows, 
was  more  fit  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  kingdom  of  heaven. 
It  is  faid  that  his  bed  remains  yet  in  Aradus  to  this  prefent 
day,  and  is  greatly  honored  by  the  people.  For  many  vexed 
with  difeafes  after  having  lain  upon  it>  are  by  faith  rejiored 
to  their  perfecl  health, — L.  iv,  C.  1 5.  This  is  one  of  thefe 
Fathers  whom  the  caftigator  cites  for  the  condemnation 
of popery ! 

From  the  Council  of  Nice,  in  325,  the  caftigator  def- 
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ceficts  to  the  Council  of  Conusance,  in  /414.  He  forgot 
to  inform  his.  readers  of  Nova-Scotia,  that  in  the  inter- 
mediate fpace  of  1 089  years  there  were  fourteen  general 
Councils  affembled,  all  compofed  of  popilh  bifhops, 
whofe  aces  are  yet  on  record,  fo  many  fubferibing  wit- 
neffes  that  this  popery,  which  he  hates,  was.  during  that 
fpace  of  time  the  religion,  of  the  Chriftian  world.  If  he 
had  read  the  hiftory  of  the  Council  of  Conftance,  he 
would  have  found  that  Martin  V.  who  approved  the 
doctrinal  decrees  of  that  Council,  feverely  cenmred  the 
unwarranted  affurnption  of  fome  prelates,  who  qualified 
their  private  regulations,  as  the  genuine  ads  of  a  general 
Council.  It  is  rather  ftrange,  that  this  caftigator  (faould 
feek  protection  from  the  Council  of  Conusance.  The 
reader  mull  admire  the  accuracy  of  his  hiflorian  ;  he 
gives  the  exact  number  of  barbers,  of  muficians,  of 
Urumpers  an- juggler,  who  were  prefent  at  the  CouneiL 
With  thefe  his  author  f-ems  to  be  well  acquainted.  He 
has  not  told  us  how  many  burghers,  or  a nti- burgher^ 
were  there.  Were  they  chilled  vyith  the  jugglers  or  non- 
defcripts  ?  He  laments  the  fate  of  *$ohn  Hufs\  and  Jerome 
,of  Pr.jgus,  who  taught  the  way  to  heaven  according  to 
the  fcriptures  ;  lb  did  Jack  Straw,  and  Wa:  Tyler.  John 
Bally  George  Gordon,  and  many  other  military  divines, 
who  received  from  the  gratitude  c^  an  Engiifli  jury, 
the  reward  of  their  pious  lab  urs.  See  the  hiftory  of 
John  Hufs  and  the  Council  of  Conftaece,  Review^  p. 
55  7°- 

He  next  attempts  to  elude  the  authority  of  Epiphani- 
us,  who  fays  that  Urfacius,  bilhop  of  riingidon,  and  Va- 
lens,  kifhop  of  Murcia,  went  with  fupphcatory  libels  to 
Julius,  bifhop  of  Rome,  to  give  an  account  of  their  er- 
ror and  their  crimes.  His  ridiculous  effort  to  elude  the 
force  of  this  teitimony  only  itrengthens  it.  For  if  it  be 
true,  as  he  fays,  p.  68,  that  they  had  already  been  ab- 
folved  by  the  Council  of  Milan,  and  then  went  to  repeat 
their  recantation  before  pope  Julius,  thinking  if  they 
could  obtain  his  countenance  it  would  efface  every  fuf- 
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picion  againftthem,  it  is  therefore  true  that  they  thought 
the  pope's  authority  fuperior  to  that  of  the  Council. 
This,  hewever,  he  does  not  think  any  acknowledgment 
of  fupremacy.  Men  who  judge  by  the  rules  of  common 
fenfe  think  otherwife  ;  Athanafius,  Theodoret,  and 
Chryfoftom,  Greek  prelates  of  venerable  memory,  who 
had  appealed  from  the  judgments  of  Councils  to  the 
Holy  See,  thought  fo  too — -See  their  appeals,  Remarks , 
p.  197.  The  Council  of  Sardica,  compofed  of  bifijops 
affembled  from  all  parts  of  the  then  Chriftian  world,  were; 
of  the  fame  opinion. 

From  the  following  extracr,  of  their  Synodical  Letter, 
given  by  Theodoret,  Lib.  n.  Cap,  8,  the  reader  will  fee 
what  was  the  received  doctrine  of  the  Chriftian  world, 
on  the  Roman  pontiff's  fupremacy,  in  them  early  days, 
whilft  the  apoftles  inftruclions  were  yet  frefii  in  the 
memory  of  their  difcipies  : 

EXTRACT— 

"  The  Holy  Council  held  at  Sardica,  through  the 
grace  of  God,  by  the  bilhops  of  Rcme,  of  Spain,  of  France, 
of  Italy,  of  Campania,  of  Calabria,  of  Africa,  of  Sardinia, 
of  Pannonia,  of  Myfia,  of  Dacia,  of  Dardania,  of  lower 
Dacia,  of  Macedonia,  of  Theffaly,  of  Achaia,  of  Epirus, 
of  Thracia,  of  Rhodes,  of  Afia,  of  Caria,  of  Biihynia,  of 
Helle/pent,  of  Phrygia,  of  Pifidia,  of  Cappadocia,  of  Pontus, 
of  Phrygia  the  lefs,  of  Celica,  of  Pampkylia,  of  Lydia, 
of  the  Iflands  of  the  Cyclades,  of  Egypt,  of  Thebais,  of  Li- 
bia, of  Galatia,  of  Palejline,  of  Arabia,  to  ail  bifhops  . .  . 

greeting  Etifebius,  Maris,  Iheodorus,  Theogius,  Ur~ 

facias,  Vahns,  Menaphanius,  and  Stephen,  have  written  to 
our  fellow  in  office,  Julius,  bifhop  of  the  Church  of  Rome, 
3gainftour  fellow  bifliops  Athanafius,  Marcelius,  and  Afcle- 
/tojfoalfo  the  biihopsof  the  oppofiteparty  have  written 
to  him,  both  toatteft  the  juftice  and  innocence  of  our  fel- 
low biihop  Athanajnis,  and  to  declare  that  the  report  of 
the  Euf>bians  contained  nothing  but  falfehood  and  llan- 
der,  their  accufations  are  known  to  the  world  to  bs  ma- 
r\iM\)y  falfe,  as  well  becaufe  they  would  no<;  appear 

when 
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when  they  were  cited  by  our  moll  dear  brother  and  fel- 
low bifhop  Julius  as  by -the  letters  which  Julius  wrote  ; 
for  they  would  undoubtedly  have  .appeared,  if  they  had 
been  able  to  juftify  before  Julius  the  crimes  which  they 
had  committed  againft  thefe  bifhops."  .... 

Here  we  have  the  teftimony,  not  &i  an  individual,  but 
of  the  civilized  world,  that  accufations  and  appeals  were 
brought  before  the  Roman  pontiff  before  Uie  Council  of 
Sardica  wasaffembled  ;  that  Council,,  therefore,  only  de- 
clared theexifting  law  when  they  faid,  Canon  7, Let.  5,  Gr. 
6<whena  bifhop,  depofed  by  a  p* "ovmcial Council,  (hall  hr.ve 
appealed,  and  recur  to  the  bifhx?  of  Rome,  if  he  thinks 
proper  that  the  affair  fhou)  !  be  examined  anew,  he  will 
write  to  the  bifhops  of  the  neighbouring  Province,  that 
they  may  be  judges  of  the  m  o  ter;  and  if  the  depof- 
ed  bifhop,  engage  the  bifhop  f  Rome  to  fend  a  priefl 
from  near  his  perfon,  he  may  do  it.  a?;d  fend  commim*- 
oners,  to  judge,  by  his  authority,  with  the  hiihops,  but 
if  he  thinks  the  bifhops  fufflcienr  to  terminate  the  mat- 
ter, he  will  do  what  his  wifdom  wiU  fuggeft." 

This  Council  of  Sardica  does  not  meet  the  caftigator's 
approbation,  that  is  not  furprifing  :  for  in  their  Synodi. 
cal  Letter,  to  Pope  Julius,  they  fay  :  "  it  is  meet  that 
Bifhops  mould  bring  from  all  fides,  matters  to  the  head 
of  the  church,"  that  is,  to  the  See  of  St.  Peter. 

In  the  fimplicity  of  the  times  it  was  thought,  that  the 
Pope  was  head  of  the  Church,  and  the  See  of  Rome,  the 
See  of  St.  Peter.  Fleury,  who  was  not  remarkably  pre- 
judiced in  favor  of  the  Roman  See,  cites  this  letter,  B. 
xu.  s.  3,  6.  Though  the  caftigator  may  refufe  his  ap* 
probation,  the  Council  has  been  approved  by  Theodoret, 
a  Greek  writer  of  venerable  memory  ;  by  Athanafius, 
patriarch  of  Alexandria,  a  writer  univerfaliy  admired  by 
Greeks  and  Latins  :  he  fays,  in  his  fecond  Apology,  that 
the  Council  was  fubferibed  by  more  than  three  hundred 
Bifhops,  fodoes  Hilary,  Lib.  de  Synodis,  Sulpitius,  B.  ii. 
Va.  His.  fays  it  was  a  Convocation  of  the  whole  world* 
and  Socrates  Scholaflicus,  B.  ii.  cap.  i6?calls  it  a  General 
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Council ;  in  a  word,  its  doctrine  and  difcipline  had  the 
approbation  of  the  then  catholic  world,  was  difaproved 
by  none  but  profeffed  Arians;  and  it  has  been  of  fuch 
venerable  authority,  that  the  century  writers  of  Mag- 
deburg, of  reforming  memory,  have  defcribed  it  as  a 
lawful  Synod,  Cent*  4,  cap;  9.  Even  the  caftigator  him- 
{eif,  if  he  had  read  their  Synodical  Letter,  would  have 
found  fome  paffages  more  to  his  purpofe  than  many  of 
thefe  garbled  quotations,  which  fwell  his  pamphlet  tofcaa 
immoderate  fize  for  they  fry  :  "the  mod  holy  Em- 
perors have  called  us  from  different  provinces  and  cities*  , 
and  have  appointed  this  holy  Council  to  meet  at  Sardi* 

ca,"   and  they  call  the  Roman  pontiff  Julius 

"  their  beloved  brother  and  fellow  bifhop"  which  the 
caftigator  thinks  fufllcient  to  {hew  that  they  acknowledg- 
ed no  primacy  or  fupremacy  in  him.  Thus  he  pretends 
to  elude  the  argument  drawn  from  the  Councils  of 
Ephefus,  andii.  of  Nice.  Becaufe  thefe  Councils  called 
the  Roman  pontiff  their  fellow  biihop,  he  thinks  they 
did  not  acknowledge  him  as  their  head.  By  the  lame 
reafoning  he  would  have  found  that  St.  Paul  did  not  ac- 
knowledge the  fupremacy  of  Jefus  Chrift,for  he  calls  him 
"  Minijier  of "the  circumcifion"  Rom.  xv,  8.  and  " Apof* 
lle"  Heb.  iii.  1.  It  is  rather  unfortunate  that  the  acts 
of  thefe  Councils  are  yet  in  being  ;  and  that  we  are  not 
left  to  conjecture  their  thoughts  from  garbled  and  dis- 
torted p  iffages,  or  take  for  genuine  the  lenfe  which  im- 
pofture  affixes  to  them  ;  we  fee  that  the  Council  of  Sar- 
dica,  whililit  calls  Julius  fellow  bifhop,  fays  that  he  ci- 
ted fo  many  prelates  to  juftify  their  charges  againft  the 
patriarch  of  Alexandria ;  and  feverely  cenfures  them  for 
not  appearing. 

He  next  hasrecourfe  to  his  friend  Dupin,  who  knows,, 
as  the  caftigator  pretends,  that  a  letter  from  Athanafius 
to  the  anti-pope  Felix,  whom  Athanafius  at  the  time  of 
writing  thought  duly  elected,  is  not  genuine  :  it  has 
been  already  remarked  that  Dupin  retracted  his  errors 
and  his  impertinent  conjectures,  His  impudent  ftrictures 
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*ya  the  primitive  Fathers,  and  other  ecclefiaftical  writers, 
were  founded  on  weighty  reafons,  if  there  be  weight  in 
gold  :  for  when  he  was  arretted  on  fufpicion  of  carrying 
on  a  treafonable  correfpondence  with  a  moft  reverend 
prelate  of  a  neighbouring  State,  on  the  10th  of  Februa- 
ry, 17 19.  and  his  papers  examined  at  the  Palais  Roy  a!, 
it  appeared  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  treafon  againft  the 
State,  for  which  he  would  have  paid  the  forfeit  . of  his  life  j 
but  againft  the  Church,  of  which,  Cranmer  like,  he  pro- 
feffed  himlelf  a  member,  and  from  which  he  drew  an 
honorable  and  comfortable  fubfnlence.  Laflltau,  bifhop 
of  Sifteron,  who  was  prefent  at  the  examination  of  his 
papers,  gives  a  catalogue  of  errors,  little  inferior  to  Lu- 
ther's dreams,  which  that  larking  hvpocrite  infidioufly 
endeavoured  to  dilfeminate.  However,  whether  on 
conviction  of  confeience,  or  through  fear  of  lofing  his 
appointments,  all  thefe  he  retracted  and  anathematized, 
died  in  the  communion  of  the  church.  Peace  to  his 
manes.  It  is  not  from  him  that  the  caftigator  learned 
that  this  pope  Felix,  whom  Athanafius,  hearing  the  ir- 
regularity of  his  election,  called  a  wolf,  is  revered  by 
Catholics  as  a  faint  and  martyr.  Felix,  the  faint  and 
martyr,  governed  the  church  from  the  year  269  to  275, 
and  fuffered  under  the  Heathen  emperor  Aurelian. 
Felix,  the  anti-pope,  as  Fleury  calls  him,  was  intruded 
into  the  See  of  Liberius,  then  in  exile,  by  the  artifices 
of  the  Arian  emperor  Conftantius,  in  the  year  355,  near 
a  century  after  the  martyr's  death.  This  caftigator 
fpeaks  of  faints  and  popes  as  a  blind  man  does  of  co- 
lours. 

He  finds  that  Athanafius  had  great  reafons  to  acknow- 
ledge the  pope's  fupremacy,  becaufe  Sozomen  and  So- 
crates Scholafticus  fay  that  Julius,  bifhep  of  Rome,  had 
reftored  him  to  the  See  of  Alexandria,  p.  71.  How* 
ever,  he  thWiks,  they  were  both  miftaken,  he  was,  fays 
he,  reftored  by  the  Council  of  Sardica,  many  years  af- 
ter, ibid.  As  the  ignis  fatuus  leads  the  benighted  travel- 
ler to  the  precipice,  fo  his  fpirit  of  divination  leads  this 
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caftigator  to  his  ruin  :  from  his  (latement  we  have  that 
Athanafius,  patriarch  of  the  fecond  See,  a  Greek  pre- 
late, univeifally  acknowledged  orthodox,  and  Sozo- 
xnen,  with  Socrates  Scholaflicus,  Greek  lawyers,  net 
much  prejudiced  in  favor  of  the  Roman  See,  as 
is  manifeft  from  their  works,  believed  the  bifhop  of 
Rome  poffeffed  of  powers  to  reinftate  a  bifhop  depofed 
by  a  Council,  before  the  Council  ofSardica  was  afTem- 
bled  :  the  right,  therefore,  of  judging  on  appeals  was 
vefted  in  the  Roman  pontiff  before  the  Council  ofSardi*. 
ca  declared  it.  Thus  the  caftigator  refutes  himfelf.  The 
writer  begs  leave  to  vindicate  Socrates  and  Sozorr&n  in 
the  prefent  in  fiance.  For  their  private  conjectures  and 
opinions  he  has  no  refpecfc ;  but  facts  of  public  notorie- 
ty they  mull  have  known  :  when,  therefore  they  fay 
that  pope  Julius  reinftaied  Athanafius  in  his  See  of  Alex- 
andria, they  are  to  be  underftood  of  his  fpiritual  autho- 
rity and  jurisdiction  ver  that  patriarchal  See,  and  the 
reiany  epifcopal  Sees  dependant  on  it.  In  this  they  were 
not  miftaken.  They  did  *  not  pretend  that  Julius  rein- 
itated  Jiim  in  pblMion  of  the  cathedral  of  Alexandria, 
or  the  temporalities  belonging  to  it  :  the  Arian  emperor 
Conftantius  would  not  permit  him.  To  this  flrft  error 
the  caftigator  adds  a  fecond  :  The  Council  of  Sardica 
did  not,  as  he  pretends,  reftore  Athanafius  to  the  poffeffi- 
on  of  his  See  in  Alexandria.  The  Council  had  no  more 
jurifdiction  over  the  city  of  Alexandria  than  the  pope. 
They  declared  Athanafius  innocent  of  the  crimes,  with 
which  he  was  charged  by  the  Arians,  and  rightful  bifhop 
of  that  patriarchal  See,  as  the  pope  had  done  before. 
For  the  poffeffion  of  his  See.  Athanafius  was  not  indebted 
to  the  Pope  or  the  Council,  but  to  the  protection  of 
Conftans,  Emperor  of  the  Weft,  and  the  fears  of  Con- 
itantius,  his  brother  in  the  Eaft.  Theodoret  fays,  Lib. 
ii,  Cap.  8,  that  after  the  Council  of  Sardica,  Conftans 
fent  a  menacing  letter  by  two  of  the  bifhops,  in  compa- 
ny with  General  Salionus,  to  his  brother,  defiling 
<s  that  he  would  fend  Athanafius  home  to  his  flock. " 

in 


m  confequence,  Conftantius  wrote  the  following  letter 
to  that  prelate  : 

LETTER— 

Conftantius,  the  Victorious  emperor,  to  Athanafius, 
greeting  : 

Though  we  informed  you  by  a  former  letter  that 
you  might  come  to  our  Court  with  full  confidence,  as 
it  was  our  pleafure  to  fend  you  home  to  your  See,  we 
have,  notwithstanding,  directed  this  letter  alfo  to  your 
reverence,  willing  you  to  take  a  public  carriage  and 
come  hither  to  us  haftily  without  fear  or  diftruft,  to 
the  end  that  you  may  enjoy  what  you  defire,  ibid. 
Cap,  n°. 

If  Athanafius  had  been  a  temporifrng  bifliop  of  the 
modern  fchool,  he  had  great  reafons  to  acknowledge, 
not  the  pope's  fupremacy,  as  the  caftigator  pretends,  but 
the  emperor's  :  for  from  the  pope,  who  neither  poflef- 
fed  nor  chimed  any  temporal  jurifdi&ion,  even  in  Rome, 
he  could  not  expect  to  be  reinstated  in  his  cathedral  of 
Alexandria:  that  wasdependant  on  the  emperor's  mandate. 

Thus  the  cafligator,  making  a  difplay  of  erudition, 
with  fome  fcraps  of  garbled  hiftory,  tranfcribed  from 
Illyricus,  injudicioufly  informs  his  admirers,  that  in  pri- 
mitive times  Chriftian  churches  were  governed  by  bi- 
(hops  in  regular  fucceflion.  Is  that  a  Chriftian  church 
in  which  there  is  neither  biftiop,  nor  fucceflion  of  bi- 
fhops  ?  In  what  does  it  refemble  the  churches  in  Afia 
and  Europe,  founded  and  governed  by  the  apoftles  and 
their  immediate  fucceflbrs  ?  Is  it  not  an  intuitive  truth, 
independant  on  difcuilion,  that  if  they  taught  ehriftiani- 
ty  in  its  purity,  the  caftigator  does  not.  That  highly 
polifhed  church,  of  which  he  profefles  himfelf  a  minifter, 
by  reforming  reformation,  has  reformed  chriftianity  to  a 
non-entity. 

From  the  facts  already  ftated  authentic,  if  there  be 
truth  in  man,  we  learn  that  in  the  early  times  Chriftian 
princes  neither  exercifed  nor  claimed,  neither  pofieffed, 
ilqf  were  thought  to  poffefs,  any  fpiritual  jurifdiction  or 
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authority  whatfoever  ;  that  the  fupreme  fpiritual  autho* 
rity  was  univerfally  believed  to  refide  in  the  Roman 
pontiff,  Peter's  fucceffor  ;  that  he  neither  exercifed  nor 
claimed,  neither  poffeffed,  nor  was  thought  to  poffefs, 
any  civil  authority  or  temporal  jurisdiction  whatever. 

1  he  reader  muft  admire  the  caftigator's  fagacity  :  in 
a  fact  fimply  and  truly  ftated  he  detects  proofs  of  the  mcfi 
contemptible  ignorance.  The  writer,  in  his  remarks  on 
Doctor  Stanfer's  examination,  had  (aid  that  the  Roman 
pontiff  Victor,  in  the  year  192,  had  threatened  to  ex- 
communicate fome  Afiatics,  for  celebrating  the.  feftival 
of  Eafter  on  the  14th  day  of  the  March  moon.  The  fact 
the  cafligator  admits  ;  he  cites  a  long  pafTageirom  So- 
crates the  hiftorian,  in  which  it  is  expnfsly  faid,  that 
Victor  did  fend  an  excommunication  libel  againft  them  \ 
but  he  difcovers  the  writer's  ignorance  in  trying  to  per- 
fuade  his  readers  that  to  celebrate  the  feftival  of  Eafter  on 
the  1 4th  day  of  the  March  moon,  whatever  day  it  hap. 
pened  was  an  innovation  in  religion.  If  the  writer  had 
called  it  an  error  in  faith,  or  innovation  in  religion,  a 
man  of  lefs  fagacity  than  the  cafligator  would  have  qua- 
lified it  artifice  or  impofture,  the  latent  ignorance  would 
have  efcaped  his  notice.  With  equal  fagacity,  he  has 
difcovered  that  this  writer  is  not  better  informed  about 
.  the  nature  of  excommunication,  as  it  was  frequently 
ufed  in  primitive  ages,  p.  74 :  a  fubject  which  the 
writer  had  not  difcuffed  at  all.  if  the  cafligator  will  dif- 
card  that  lying  fpirit  of  divination,  which  deceives  him. 
fo  invariably,  he  will  find  that  in  the  ftatement  there  is 
neither  ignorance,  artifice  nor  impofture.  The  Council 
of  Nice,  that  venerable  affembly  of  catholic  bifhops,  of 
tried  faith,  unfhaken  by  the  tenipeft  of  perfecution,  2- 
g  ran  it  whom  the  iaft  efforts  of  the  powers  of  darknefs 
were  ineffectual,  condemned  that  ufage,  not  as  an  error 
in  faith,  or  innovation  in  religion,  but  as  an  erroneous 
and  unwarranted  deviation  from  general  difcipline  ; 
and  what  the  cafligator,  with  modefly  furpaffing  his 
fagacity,  calls  a  nonjenfual  rite,  was  one  of  the  principal 
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.antes  of  aflembling  that  great  Council,  The  prelates  in 
their  Sy  nodical  Letter  fay  :  "as  to  our  confent  for  the 
celebration  of  themoft  holy  feftival  of  Eafier,  we  give 
you  to  underftand,  that  the  controverfy  raifed  on  that 
fubject,  was*  through  your  good  prayers,  well  and 
difcreetly  fettled,  fo  that  all  the  brethren,  who  dwell  in 
the  Eaft,  and  in  times  paft,  followed  the  obfervation  of 
the  Jews  in  keeping  the  feaft  of  Eafter,  are  new  deter- 
mined in  future,  to  follow  the  Romans,  who  always  from 
the  beginning  have  kept  it  as  we  have  done/'  Theo.  B.  i, 
C.  9.  In  the  next  chapter  the  hiftorian  gives  the  letter 
of  Conftantine  the  Great,  to  the  biihops  in  his  empire, 
who  were  not  prefent  at  the  Council.  As  many  readers 
have  not  a  familiar  fpirit  to  confult,  and  few  underftand 
the  language  of  a  Greek  hiftorian,  the  writer  begs  leave 
to  give  that  prince's  letter  in  plain  Englifh ;  in  it  his 
reader  will  fee  how  deeply  immerfed  in  the  popifh  fuper- 
fdtions  of  obferving  the  nonjenfical  rites  of  feafts  and 
fafts,  the  whole  Chriftian  world  was  in  the  days  of  that 
firft  and  greateft  of  Chriftian  Emperors  : 
LETTER— 

*c  Conftantine  Emperor,  to  the  churches  greeting : 
Whereas  the  flourifhing  and  profperous  ftate  ©f  the 
common  wealth,  is  to  us  manifeft  proof  of  the  fpecial 
grace  and  favour  of  God,  it  has  been  always  our  chief 
care  to  have  one  faiths  unfeigned  charity,  and  general 
agreement  in  religion  and  worihip  of  God  preferved 
amongft  all  people  of  the  Catholic  church  ;  but  as  this 
could  not  be  well  accomplished,  unlefs  all  the  bifhops, 
or  a  great  majority  of  them  were  affembled,  that  each  * 
might  feverally  give  his  judgment  in  the  caufes  of  reli- 
gion, hence  after  as  many  as  pofllbly  might,  were  met 
together,  I  myfelf,  as  one  of  your  number,  was  prefent 
alfo,  for  f  did  not  refufe  to  unite  myfelf  wiih  you  in 
that  fervice,  of  which  I  am  exceedingly  glad  ;  fo  long 
every  queffcion  was  exactly  clifcufied,  until  fuch  fentence 
was  pronounced,  as  God,  the  beholder  of  all  things,  by 
the  union  and  confent  of  minds,  was  pleafed  to  permit  ; 
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fo  that  nothing  was  left  which  concerns  difagreement  of 
mind  or  controverfy  of  religion. 

When  the  queftion  was  moved  concerning  the  moft 
holy  feaft  of  Eafter,  it  was  agreed  by  common  confent 
that  all  Chriftians   fliould  obferve  it  on  the  fame  day. 
For  what  is  more  laudable  or  honorable  than  that  his 
feaft,  by  which  the  hope  of  immortal  life  is  offered  to 
us,  mould  be  obferved  by  all  in  the  fame  manner  ?  It 
feemed  ftiamefu)  and  difhonorable  to  us  to  follow  the 
cuftom  of  the  Jews  in  keeping  that  facred  fef^ival,  who, 
for  that  great  and  horrible  crime  of  fhedding  our  Savi- 
our^ blood,  are  juftly  blinded  with  error  and  ignorance; 
we  are  left  free  to  reject  their  cuftom,  and  to  trarf- 
mit  to  pofterity  a  more  true  manner  of  obferving  the 
feaft  wfycb  we  have  retained  from  the  day  of  our  Saviour's 
pajfion  to  this  prefent  time,  therefore,  let  us  have  no  fel- 
fowfhip  nor  communion  with  the  accurfed  Jews.  Our 
Saviour  has  taught  us  to  walk  in  a  different  path  from 
theirs,  and  that  courfe  which  is  purfued  by  the  profefr 
fors  of  our  religion  is  both  lawful  and  becoming.  Let 
us  therefore  all  unite  and  unanimoufly  adhere  to  it,  mod 
venerable  brethren,  and  feparate  ourfelves  from  the  de- 
teftable  opinion  pf  the  Jews.    It  is  abfurd  that  they 
fhould  boaft  that  withouc  the  help  of  their  religion  we 
cannot  rightly  obferve  this  feftival.  How  can  they  believe 
any  thing  rightly,  who,  haying  flam  our  Lord,  are  fal- 
len into  a  kind  of  phrenzy,  are  not  guided  by  reafon, 
but  hurried  by  violent  paflion  wherever  their  natural 
madnefs  drives  them  ;  hence  it  is  that  on  this  fubjecT: 
they  cannot  conceive  the  truth.  They  have  ftrayed  fo 
far,  that  inftead  of  correcting  former  errors,  they  now 
celebrate  the  feaft  of  Eafter  twice  a  year.  Whatreafon 
is  there  to  induce  us  to  imitate  men  whom  we  fee  enga- 
ged in  fuch  grofs  and  manifeft  errors  ?  We  cannot  per- 
mit that  the  fame  ieaft  may  be  folemnized  twice  in  the 
year.    Though  I  mould  not  propofe  thefe  things  to  you* 
yet  it  is  incumbent  on  your  wifdom  diligently  to  pray 
to  God  that  he  will  not  fuffer  your  devout  and  well 
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meaning  minds  to  be  defiled  by  the  corrupt  manners  of 
fiich  malicious  men. 

Moreover  you  may  eafily  perceive  how  great  an  enor- 
mity it  is  that  any  diffention  Ihould  fubfift  among!*  us 
in  fo  great  and  folemn  a  feftival  of  our  religion,  for  our 
Saviour  has  given  us  one  fejiivat  day  of  our  liberty,  that 
is,  the  day  of  his  mod  holy  pafiion,  and  his  will  is  that 
there  be  but  one  Catholic  Church,  the  members  of  which, 
though  difperfed  in  divers  places,  are  united  in  one  fpi- 
j  rit,  that  is,  in  the  will  and  pleafure  of  God.  Let  your 
wifdom  therefore  diligently  confider  how  lamentable 
and  fhameful  a  thing  it  is,  that  on  the  fame  day  fome 
Ihould  give  themfelves  to  faffing,  and  others  to  feaft- 
ing,  and  again  when  the  Ealter  is  over,  fome  mould 
mdulge  themfelves  with  amufements,  whilft  others  afflict 
themfelves  with  fa  fling  and  abftinence.  This  matter  re* 
quired  eorre&ion,  and  the  fame  order  obferved  in  all 
places,  for  (uch  is  the  good  will  of  Divine  Providence,  as 
is  well  known  to  you  all,  and  as  it  was  our  bufinefs  to 
fettle  this  queftion,  fo  that  we  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  cuftom  of  the  Jews,  who  were  acceffary  to  the  death 
of  their  Lord  and  Matter,  and  alfo  to  continue  that 
laudable  and  decent  cuftom,  which  all  the  churches  in 
the  world  obferve,  whether  in  the  Weft,  or  the  South, 
or  the  North,  andfeveral  alfo  in  the  Eaft  obferve  it,  and 
thus  it  has  been  decreed  with  the  unanimous  confent  of 
us  all.  I  have  alfo  engaged  for  you  that  you  will  eafily 
confent  to,  and  joyfully  approve  whatever  is  uniformly 
praclifed  in  the  city  of  Rome,  in  Italy,  in  all  Africa,  in 
E^ypt,  in  Spain,  in  France  and  Britanny,  in  Lybia  and  in  all 
Greece,  in  the  jurifdiclion  of  Afm  and  Pontus,  and  in 
Cilicia  ;  that  you  will  carefully  confider  that  in  all  thefe 
p!aces  there  are  a  greater  number  of  churches,  and  that 
their  manner,  ratified  by  common  confent,  is  moil  agree- 
able to  reafon,  and  more  remote  from  the  falfe  opinions 
of  the  perjured  Jews. 

To  conclude,  it  was  unamimoufly  agreed  that  the  moft 
holy  feaft  oiEaJfer  mould  be  always  celebrated  on  the  fame 
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thy ;  for  in  fo  holy  and  folemn  a  thing,  there  ought  to  b$ 
nodifunion ;,:  to  follow  this  opinion, in  which  there  is  noer- 
ror  of  faith,  nor  (lain  of  fin,  is  highly  commendable. 
The  queftion  thus  ftated,  it  is  your  duty  to  reverence  and 
embrace  this  decree  with  willing  minds,  as  a  fpecial  Gift 
of  God,  a  Commandment  fent  down  from  Heaven,  for  whate- 
ver is  decreed  in  the  holy  Council  of  Bifhops*  is  to  be  attribute^ 
to  the  will  of  God  himfelf  wherefore,  afier  you  have  in- 
formed our  beloved  brethren  of  fuch  things  as  are  de- 
creed in  this  Council,  of  the  doctrine  here  eftabliftied, 
and  the  manner  of  obferving  the  holy  feaft  of  Easter  ; 
you  ought  firft  approve  it  yourfelves,  and  then  take  or. 
der  that  things  may  be  fettled  in  that  good  ftate,  which  F 
have  long  defired,  that  you  and  I  may  celebrate  that 
f acred fejiival  on  the  fame  day  ;  and  that  I  may  rejoice  for 
your  fake,  as  I  certainly  will  when  I  hear  that,  by  your 
pious  endeavours  and  the  grace  of  God,  the  tyranny  of 
the  Devil  is  utterly  fupprelfed  ;  and  our  faith,  (unity  and 
peace  eftablifhed,)  doth  flourifh  and  encreafe  in  the 
world.  God  keep  you,  my  dear  brethren,  in  profperous. 
health." 

This  letter  is  replete  with  popifh  errors  :  it  fays,  ex- 
prefsly,  that  '  controversies  on  religious  fubje&s  are  de- 
cided by  the  authority  of  Councils  compofed  exclufively 
of  bifhops  ;  that  their  decifion  is  final  and  infallible  un- 
der the  direction  of  God  himfelf  ;  that  the  feaft  of 
Eafter,  that  nonfenfual  rite,  was  folemn i zed  by  all  chrifti- 
ans  from  the  very  firft  eftablifhment  of  chriftianity  ;that 
it  was  preceded  by  fatting  and  abftinence,  an  intolerable 
rite.  The  caftigator,  in  his  own  opinion,  better  in- 
formed than  the  emperor,  and  all  the  prelates  of  his  em- 
pire, tells  us,  that  the  celebration  of  Eafter  on  any  par- 
ticular day,  had  no  foundation  either  in  fcripture  or 
apoftolical  tradition — p.  72  ;  he  therefore  admits,  con- 
trary to  his  principles,  that  apoftolical  tradition  would 
have  fufficiently  authorized  this  nonfenjical  rite.  Why 
not  other  rites  alfo  I  Some  men,  who  have  the  fim- 
plicity  of  judging  by  the  rules  of  common  fenfe,  without 
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the  afliftance  of  Socrates'  Demon,  or  the  Cafligator's 
familiar  fpirit,  think  that  the  celebration  of  Eafter  has 
lome  foundation  in  fcripture.  It  is  prefumed  that  every 
reader  knows  thisgreat  feftival  of  Eafter  to  be  folemnizcd 
in  commemoration  of  the  refurreclion  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
which  is  known  from  the  fcriptures  to  have  happened 
on  the  firft  d?y  of  the  week,  which  we  call  Sunday,  St. 
John,  fays,  xix,  31  :  "  the  Jews,  therefore,  left  the  bodies 
Ihould  remain  on  the  crofs  on  the  Sabbath  (Saturday)  as 
it  was  the  day  of  preparation  (i%  epei  parafkeue  en" )  and 
that  was  the  great  day  of  the  fabbath,  alked  Pilate  that 
their  legs  might  be  broken,  and  they  taken  off,"  Chrift 
therefore  fuffered  on  Friday,  the  eve  of  Saturday,  and 
St.  Paul,  1  ft  Cor.  xv,  3,  4,  fays  :  44  that  he  rofe  from 
the  dead  on  the  third  day,"  which  is  of  all  neceftity  Sun- 
day. The  four  evangelifts  fay  that  the  women  came  to 
the  fepulchre  very  early  on  the  firft  day  of  the  week. 
He  was  then  rifen,  the  precife  time  is  not  marked,  nor 
is  it  known.  To  celebrate  the  feftival  of  Eafter  on  Sun- 
day  has,  therefore,  forne  foundation  in  fcripture. 

The  jews,  as  ordered,  xii.  of  Exodus^  facrificed  the 
Pafchal  Lamb  on  the  evening  of  the  14th  day  of  the  lu- 
nar month  A  bib,  or  Nifan,  as  it  was  called,  after  the 
captivity  ;  on  that  day  the  Saviour  having  ftriclly  com- 
plied  with  the  Jewifh  ordinance,  inftituted  the  vene- 
rable facrifice  of  the  new  law,  of  which  all  the  facrifices 
v>f  the  old  law,  then  abolHhed,  were  figurative,  and  the 
<ky  following  was  himfelf  offered  in  facrifice  on  the 
crofs.  We  learn  from  the  Council  of  Caefarea  affem- 
bled  in  the  year  196  of  our  iEra,  at  which  prefided 
Theophilus,  biftiop  of  that  city,  and  Narciffus,  bifhop  of 
Jerufaiem,  that  the  15th  of  the  month  Nifan  fell  that  year 
on  Friday  the  23d  of  March,  Chrift,  therefore,  rofe  from 
the  dead  on  Monday  the  25th  of  the  fame  month.  Does 
the  caftigator  think  the  death  and  refurrection  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  facts  of  fufticient  importance  to  engage  the  at- 
tention of  his  immediate  difciples  ?  Does  he  imagine  that 
in  little  more  than  a  century  thefe  facts  were  effaced  from 
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the  memory  of  the  people  of  Paleftine,  that  even  the 
church  of  Jerufalem  had  fo  foon  forgotten  them  ?  If  he 
believes  it,  the  man  who  believes  him,  muft  be  credulous 
indeed.  At  the  diftahce  of  three  centuries  we  yet  re- 
member that  the  reforming  patriarch  Luther  was  born  on 
the  loth  of  November,  1483  ;  that  after  two  years  pre- 
vious  inftructions,  he  made  the  charming  Mifs  Boree  his 
afliftant  in  the  reforming  trade,  on  the  1  uh  of  June, 
1525;  that  he  eeafed  from  his  apoftolical  labours  ar.d 
matrimonial  cares  on  the  1 8th  of  February,  1546. 
His  prayer  penned  by  hrm.felf,  in  one  of  his  pious  fits,  is 
yet  extant  in  the  original  rnanufcript,  it  is  the  quint- 
effence  of  his  new  modelled  gofpel.  For  the  edification 
of  his  admiring  difciples,  the^  writer  inferts  it  :  "  My 
God  through  your  goodnefs  provide  us  with  clothes, 
with  hats,  with  riding  coats  and  cloaks,  with  good  fat 
calves  with  kids,  with  beef  and  mutton,  with  many 
wives  and  few  children,  to  drink  well  and  eat  well  is  the 
trueway  to  pafs  through  life  without  irkfomenefs,"  Re- 
verend Chriftian  Junker,  a  zealous  Lutheran  member  of 
the  Royal  Society  of  Berlin,  and  rector  of  Altenbourg, 
in  his  life  of  Luther,  p.  225,  admits  this  prayer  to  have 
beenpeniaedby  that  Reformer  ?  Does  this  caftigator  think 
thefe  fads  of  greater  confequence  to  his  reformed  bre- 
thren than  the  birth,  death  and  refur  recti  on,  of  Jefus 
Chrift  to  his  difciples  ?  If  not,  the  prelates  affembled  at 
Caefarca,  in  Paleftine,  might  have  known  the  day  cf  the 
month  on  which  the  Saviour  fuffe red  without  conlulting 
anaflronomer;  to  deny  it  is  ftretching  reformed  modefty. 

It  appears  from  their  Synodicai  Letter  that  thefe  pre- 
lates thought  it  an  error  to  celebrate  the  Eafter  on  the 
fourteenth  day  of  the  moon,  as  fome  Afiatics  did  at  that 
time.  After  declaring  that  the  feftival  ought  to  be  fo- 
lemnized  on  Sunday,  they  lay:  "  copies  of  this  letter 
are  fent  to  all  churches,  left  the  fault  of  thofe,  who  rafh- 
)y  engage  in  error,  be  imputed  to  us.  We  wifii  you 
alfo  to  know  that  the  church  of  Alexandria  celebrates  the 
feftival  the  fame  day  with  us»" 
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A  Council,  affembled  at  Pontus,  at  which  prefideci 
Palmas,  biftiap  of  Amaftris,  one  in  Gaul,  at  which  St. 
Ireneus  prefided ;   another  icompofed  of  the  prelates 
of  Orfonea  and  the  adjacent  countries,  at  which  Ba- 
chylus,  hi  (hop  of  Corinth  prefided,  ail  uhanimoufly  de- 
cided, on  apoftolical  tradition,  that  the  Eafter  ought  to 
be  celebrated  on  Sunday — See  Euf.  B,  5,  Cap.  23,  In 
a  word,  all  the  churches  in  the  Chriftian  world,  if  you 
except  thefe  of  Afia  minor,  and  fome  fetv  others,  fo- 
lemnized  the  feftival  on  the  fame  diy,  and  continued 
the  fail  of  the  Lent  until  Sunday.    Thefe  nonfenjicai  rites 
were  univerfally  obferved  by  the  immediate  difciples  and 
fuccefibrs  of  the  apoftles.    Will  the  caftigator  permit  us 
Chriftians  to  believe  that  thefe  men,  who  had  eyes  and 
ears  as  we  have,  knew  the  rites  eftablifhed  and  pra&ifed 
by  the  apoftles  themfelves  ?  Or  will  he  allow  us  to  think 
that  this  rite,  fo  univerfally  obferved,  and  confidered  of 
fo  much  importance  in  religion,  had  fome  other  founda- 
tion befides  will  worjhip,  as  he  calls  it  ?  Was  it  the  pope 
who  introduced,  and  impofed  on  the  Chriftian  world 
this  worfe  than  nonfenjicai  rite,  the  faft  of  the  Lent,  more 
hateful  to  modern  epicures  than  the  pope  himfelf  ?  If 
fo,  the  papal  authority  was  univerfally  obeyed  ;  to  admit 
this  propofition  is  ruinous  to  all  anti-papal  fyftems  of  re- 
ligion, to  deny  it  is  not  lefs  ruinous  to  modern  reforma- 
tion.   For  if  the  faft  of  the  Lent  and  the  fokmnity  of 
Eafter  have  not  been  inftituted  by  Popes  or  Councils,  as 
they  moft  certainly  were  not,  fince  they  were  univerfally; 
obferved,  they  muft  have  been  inftituted  by  the  apoftles'. 
themfelves,  according  to  St.  Auftin's  rule  "  all  rites' 
which  are  univerfally  obferved  in  the  church,  ana  are  not 
found  inftituted  in  any  Council  of  the  church,  muft  dev 
fcend  from  apoftolical  tradition,  Epis.  1 1 8,  ad  Januarium* 
St.  Auftin  thought  that  no  other  authority  weald  be  uni- 
verfally obeyed.    The  caftigator,  better  in  formed  thru.. 
Auftin,  does  not  find  the  obligation  of  fafting  the- Lent, 
or  celebrating  the  Eafter,  exprefsly  enjoined  in  the  (crip- 
tures,  and  wifely  concludes  that  no  fuch  obfervance  wa - 
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inftituted  by  the  apoftles.  He  has  given  fo  many  fpec?* 
mens  of  the  neweft  modelled  modeity,  that  the  writer  13 
not  furprifedto  hear  an  ignorant  fcribbler,  at  the  d'iftanc* 
of  lixteen  or  feventeen  Centuries,  pretend  ro  know  the 
doctrine  taught  by  the  apoftles,  and  the  rites  and  cere- 
monies  authorifed  by  their  example,  better  than  the  pre- 
lates who  immediately  fucceeded  them  in  the  care  of  the 
churches  which  they  founded  and  governed.  Of  the  twelve 
apoftles  feat  to  inftrud  the  world  feven  never  wrote  a 
line,  that  we  know.  Does  the  caftigator  pretend  that 
thefe  men  taught  nothing  ?  Or  that  the  churches 
founded  by  them  did  not  know  the  rites  and  ceremct 
rues,  which  they  themfelves  obferved  ?  Their  example* 
Without  any  written  precept,  was  more  than  fuificient 
to  eftablifh  them. 

He  quotes  from  Socrates,  as  if  from  an  authentic  hif- 
toriatt  a  long  pillage,  in  which  that  water  fays  :  that 
tjha  feafo  of  E'after  and  other  feftivals  were  not  impofed 
by  the  gofpel  or  inftituted.  by  the  apoftles.  Aerius' aii* 
thority  is  of  equai  fore  c  n  the  fubjecf  :  Socrates,  a  lay- 
man, ignorant  of  eccjefiaftica!  difciplinc,  had  adapted 
the  errors  of  that  refoiming  monk  of  the  fourth  centu- 
ry, who*  in  opprifmon  to  his  biflaop,  Euftathius,  of 
Conftantinople,  condemned  all  the  ceremonies  of  the 
church,  particularly  the  celebration  pi  feftivals,  becaufe* 
in  thefe  great  folemnities,  the  biftiop,  whom  he  hatedy 
appeared  in  a  confpicuous  manner  at  the  head  of  the 
clergy  and  the  people — See  Epiphanius,  Her.  76.  It  i* 
not  furprifing  that  Socrates,  who  adopted  the  error, 
ftiould  attempt  to  juftify  it.  Religious  reftraints  were 
not  more  pleaftng  to  that  epicurean  courtier  than  they? 
are  to  his  admirers  of  the  prefent  day.  However,  we 
learn  from  him  that  the  feftival  of  Eafter  was  univcrfally 
obferved,  and  preceded  by  the  faft  of  the  Lent. 

That  the  churches  in  Afia  minor  did  celebrate  the 
feftival  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  the  lunar  month 
Nifan,  as  Socrates  fays,  is  true,  and  though  a  deviation, 
from  general   difciplinc,  it  was  tolerated  by  Victor's 
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predeceffors  ;  but  when  BJaftus  infidioufly  endeavoured 
to  in  troduce  judaifm,  founding  a,  pretence  on  the  coin, 
cidence  of  thf:  Chriftian  feftival  in  Alia,  with  the  Jewifh 
paffjver,  Victor  thought  it  neceffary  to  correct  that  va- 
riety, and  eftablifft  uniformity  in  that  diftrict,  with  the 
other  churches,  in  which  the. feftival  was  obfeived  on 
the  Sunday  ;  with  that  view,  he  directed  Pojycrates, 
bifhop  of  Ephefus,  to  affemble  the  biftiops  of  the  diftrict ; 
rhe  prelates  knowing  that  the  cuftorn  of  celebrating  the 
feftival  on  th$  1 4th  day,  as  obferved  in  their  churches, 
had  been  tolerated  by  Victor's  predeceffors,  perfiited  in 
it.  Victor  finding  perfuafions  ineffectual,  threatened  to 
iffuean  excommunication,  Euf.  h  5,  C.  24. 

Eufebius,on  whofe  authority  Socrates  feemstohaVe  refted 
his  opinion, fays  that  Victor  did  actually  e&comrmjmicate 
the  Afiatics.  This  feverity  did  not  meet  the  approbation 
of  other  prelates,  who,  though  they  themfelves  celebrated 
theEafteron  the  fame  day  with  the  Roman  Church,  did 
not  think  the  diverfity  in  the  Afiatic  manner,  a  fufficient 
reafon  to  juftify  fo  harfh  a  fentence.  St.  Ireneus  com* 
gained  of  it  in  his  letter  to  Victor  :  "  the  priefts,,,  faid 
he,  "■  before  Soter,  who  governed  the  church  in  which 
you  this  day  prefide,  that  is,  Anicetus,  PiusvHygins, 
Tele  fph  or  us,  and  Sixcus  did  not  obfer,ve  the  feftival  ifi 
that  manner  (that  is  on  the  14th  day  of  the  lunar  month 
Nifan)  nor  did  they  permit  thofe,  who  were  with  thera 
to  obferveit  in  that  manner  ;  but  they  remained  in  peacfe 
with  thofe  who  did  .<....  no  one  was  ever  expelled  th£ 
thurch  for  that  cuftom,"  In  the  fame  letter  he  fays, 
that  though  the  pontiff*  Anicetus  could  not  prevail  oft 
Polycarp,to  change  that  cuftom,hedid  not  threaten  to  cen- 
furehim;  he  alfoobferves:  that  there  Was  as  great  a  diverfity 
in  obfervingthe  faft  in  the  holy  week,  as  there  was,  in  the 
celebration  of  the  feftival,  fome  fafting  three  whole  days 
without  any  nourishment,  others  two  days,  fome  forty 
hours,  and  others  but  one  day  ;  "  this  diverfity,"  fays 
he,  ■**  has  not  commenced  in  our  time,  but  a  long  titnfc 
ago,  uader  our  predeceffors,  who  do  not  feem  to  have 
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taken  fufficient  precautions."  This  diverfity  in  thct 
manner  of  obferying  the  faft  of  tfyeLent,  as  well  as  in  the 
celebration  of  the  Eafter,  whilft  both  were  invariably 
held  facred  by  all  churches  in  the  Chriftian  world,  fhew 
them  to  have  been  of  apoftolical  inftitution,  but  that  fome 
churches  were  not  exact  in  observing  the  inftitution  in 
all  its  circumftances.  Socrates,  fpeaking  of  this  diverfi- 
ty, fays  that  the  Greeks  fafted  fix  weeks  before  Eafter, 
and  the  Romans  but  three,  which  is  a  niiftake,  for  we 
know  from  Leo  the  Great,  who  was  J)ifliop  of  Rome  iu 
Socrates'  time.,  that  the  Romans  failed  the  whole  Lent, 
which  from  its  very  name  implies  forty  days,  "  quadra? 
gefima."  Socrates  fays  that  the  Romans  did  not  faft  on 
Saturdays  in  Lent,  a  miftake  which  fhews  that  he  knew 
nothing  of  the  difcipline  of  that  church  but  by  vague 
report ;  for  the  Romans  fafted  all  Saturdays  ;  and  were 
cenfured  by  the  Council  of  Trull,  Can.  55,  for  falling 
on  Saturdays  in  the  Lent.  Gregory,therefore,  was  jus- 
tified in  faying  of  that  hiftorian  multum  mentitur.  This  is 
One  of  the  caftigator's  admired  Fathers. 

1  hough  many  prelates  in  Victor's  time,  unacquainted 
perhaps  with  his  motives,  did  not  approve  his  conduct 
with  regard  to  the  Afiatics,  the  eyent  ftiewed  that  Vic- 
tor was  better  informed,  and  his  apparent  fe verity  jufti- 
fiable  ;  for  as  Chrift  neither  died,  nor  rofe  from  the 
dead  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  Nifan,  a  commemorati- 
on either  of  his  death  or  refurrc&ion,  could  not  with 
Uriel:  propriety  be  folemnised  on  that  day.  Hence  the 
feftival  of  the  Eafter,  as  celebrated  by  the  Afiatics,  had 
a  ftrong  appearance  of  the  Jewifti  Paffover,  from  which 
Bfajlusi  and  his  adherents,  pretended  to  conclude,  that 
this  being  the  principal  ceremony  of  the  old  law,  the 
other  ceremonies  of  that  lav/  ought  to  be  oblerved  alfo. 
To  remove  the  occafion,  and  efface  every  fhadow  of  dif- 
cordance,  the  celebrated  Council  of  Nice,  exercifing  that 
power,  which,  in  the  fimplicity  of  ancient  times,  was 
thought  to  have  been  veiled  by  Jefus  Chrift  in  the  paf- 
tors  of  his  church  affembled  in  his  nairie,  ordered  all 
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Chriftians  to  celebrate  the  feftival  of  Eafter  on  the  Sun* 
day  immediately  fucceeding  the  fourteenth  day  of  the 
lunar  month  Nifan  ;  that  month,  the  fourteenth  day  of 
which  fell  on  the  vernal  equinox,  or  immediately  after 
it,  was  called  Nifan  by  the  Jews,  and  was  the  firft  month 
of  their  year  ;  difobedience  to  this  order  of  the  Council 
was  confidered  as  fomething  worfe  than  error,  and  the 
Quartodecimans  were  in  confequence  numbered  amongft 
feclaries.  What  would  thefe  venerable  paftors  have 
thought  of  an  obfeure  individual,  in  a  remote  corner  of 
the  world,  who  fome  1400  hundred  years  after  their 
death,  pretends  to  know  the  origin  of  the  difcipline  ob- 
fcrved  in  the  churches,  which  they,  and  their  predecef. 
fors  in  office,  fince  the  apoftles  days,  had  governed* 
better  than  they  did  themfelves,  and  fcoffingly  calls 
their  moft  folemn  ceremoivies  nonfenfical  rites?  The 
writer  pities  the  fimplicity,  and  laments  the  infatuation 
of  fo  many  inconfiderate  victims,  who  liften  to  the  tales 
of  afluming  arrogance,  as  the  Heathens  did  to  their 
oracles,  and  place  the  fame  confidence  in  them. 

From  the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Nice  we  learn  that 
the  prelates  there  aflembled  thought  themfelves  veiled 
with  a  power  of  ordering  a  feftival  to  be  folemnized  on 
a  certain  day  ;  the  obfervance  of  the  feftival  for  fo  many 
ages  on  the  day  determined  by  the  Council,  fhews  that 
all  Chriftian  churches  believed  it.  The  caftigator  fays 
they  were  all  rniftaken  ;  he  very  modeftly  fets  his  private 
opinion  in  oppofition  to  the  united  authority  of  the 
Chriftian  world.  This,  to  a  difpaflionate  enquirer, 
has  all  the  appearance  of  downright  impofture  or  mani- 
feft  iilufion,  whether  impofture  or  illufion,  it  argues  the 
folly  of  appealing  to  the  authority  of  the  Fathers,  in 
fupport  of  a  doctrine,  as  oppofite  to  that  which  is  be- 
lieved and  taught  by  them,  as  the  moft  glaring  falfehood 
is  to  an  intuitive  truth. 

The  caftigator  tells  us,  p.  76,  that  popes  have  been 
more  than  once  excommunicated  for  condemning  the 
doctrines  of  the  gofpeL  He  has  not  fpecified  the  doc- 
trines 
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trincs  which  they  condemned,  nor  cited,  any  authority 
Co  fupport  the  affertion.  It  is  true  in  a  marginal  note  he 
fn  fiances  twd  pojpes,  Liberius  and  Vigilius,  of  whofc  hiftor£ 
fee  feems  to  know  nothing ;  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
wag  excommunicated  for  condemning  the  do&rincs  of  th£ 
gofpel,  nor  w/ere  they  excommunicated  at  all.  Though 
there  were  many  impudent  monks  at  that  time,  t&ere 
was  not  one  fo  loft  to  fliame  as  to  preftime  to,  denounce 
a  feritence  againft  the  chief  paftors  o£  the  churh  :  this 
Hp  referved  for  the  (elf-created  evangelift  of  Wirtem- 
berg,  who,  to  the  no  fmall  ailonifliment  of  the  world, 
excommunicated  Leo  X.  Liberies  and  Vigilius  were 
blamed  and  juttly,  t.he  former,  not  for  teaching  the  Ark 
m  herefy,  for  h£  condemned  it  j  but;  for  condemning 
Athanafrus,  whom  he  knew  to  be  unjufUy  aecufed,  and 
perfecuted  for  his  defence  of  truth  ;  and  for  communi- 
cating with  Urfatius  and  Valens,  whom  he  ought  to 
have  known,  and  in  all  appearance  did  know,  to  be 
Arians  in  principle,  though  they  fubfcribed  a  Catholic 
formula  at  Sirmium,  where  they  made  their  peace 
with  Liberius.  However  as  the  term  Omoujions  Confub*. 
fiantial  was  fuppreffed  in  that  formula,  it  was  wrefted  by 
the  Arians  to  fupport  their  herefy,  and  Liberius  juftly 
Uamed  for  fubfcribing  it. 

Vigilius  was  not  lefs  defervedly  blamed  for  promifing, 
the  Emprefs  Theodora  to  reinftate  her  favourite  Anthy- 
mus,  the  Eutychian  patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  who 
had  been  depofed  by  pope  Agapitus,  ifihe  would  pro- 
cure him  the  pontificate  ;  and  for  Writing  to  ArtthymuSy 
Theodofius,  of  Alexandria,  and  Severus,  of  Antioch, 
that  he  was  of  their  opinion  and  com  amnion,  when  the. 
General  Bellifarius,  by  order  of  the  Emprefs,  had  banifh- 
cd  the  true  Pope  Sylverius,  and  fubftituted  Vigilius  by  his 
own  authority,  but  Vigilius  was  not  then  pope  :  the 
rightful  pope  Sylverius  was  yet  living  in  a  ftate  of  exile 
and  perfecution  :  when,  on  the  demife  of  Sylverius,  by 
the  confent  and  appropation  of  the  Roman  clergy  and 
people,  Vigilius  became  the  fighfui  poffeffor  of  the  then 
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vacant  See,  the  emprefs  infilling  on  his  promife  o#  reft** 
ftating  her  favourite  Anthymus,  he  replied  that  he  had 
rafhly  promifed,  and  finned  grievoufly  in  fo  doing,  that 
he  would  not  add  one  crime  to  another  by  fulfilling  an 
unjuft  and  unlawful  engagement,  refufed  poiltively  to 
reinftate  Anthymus,  approved  the  5th  general  Council 
which  condemned  the  Eutychian  herefy  ;  was  himfelf 
fent  into  exile,  and  persecuted  with  great  feverity — See 
Paul  the  deacon,  in  his  life  of  Juftinian. 

The  promife  of  Chrift  to  Peter  faying,  "  I  have  prayed 
for  thee  that  thy  faith  mould  not  fail/'is  manifeftly  verified 
in  the  hiftory  of  this  pontiff:  before  he  obtained  the  pon- 
tificate we  fee  in  him  a  court  politician,  an  artful  intriguer, 
an  unprincipled  fehemer,  folely  intent  on  the  gratification 
of  his  ambition,  regardlefs  of  the  means.  The  inftant  he 
became  the  rightful  fucceflbr  of  the  apoftle  we  find  hinli 
totally  changed  \  religioufly  attentive  to  the  diities  of  his 
ftate  5  unfhaken  as  a  rock  :  neither  threats  nor  promifes, 
perfecutions,  nor  death  could  induce  him  to  deviate 
frt*m  truth  or  give  countenance  to  error.  $>uring  a 
fpacc  of  eighteen  years  he  governed  the  church  in  tur- 
bulent times,  and  fleered  the  fiflierman's  boat  with  a 
fteady  hand.  The  hiftory  of  this  pontiff,  which  the  caf- 
tigator  will  hardly  venture  to  difpute,  as  it  is  given  by 
cotemporary  writers,  furnifhes  the  moft  unqueftionable 
proofs  of  the  authority,  which  the  Roman  pontiffs  ex. 
erciled,  and  were  thought  to  poffefs  over  all  the  Greek 
and  Afiatic  churches.  For  the  information  of  thofe 
readers,  who  have  no  familiar  fpirit  to  confult,  the 
writer  gives  a  fliort  fketch  of  it : 

The  Emperor  Juftinian  having  taken  Africa  from  thfc 
Vandals,  in  the  year  536,  made  vaft  preparations  to  re- 
cover Italy  from  the  Goths,  which  they  had  poffeffed 
fince  the  year  476,  when  Odoacer  took  it  from  Romu* 
lus  Auguftulus,  then  emperor  of  the  Weft,  and  declared 
himfeif  king  of  Italy.  Theodatus,  the  then  Gothic  king, 
terrified  by  the  threats  and  preparations  of  the  emperor, 
wrote  to  Agapitus,  the  Roman  pontiff,  and  the  lena* 

tor? 


tors,  that  if  they  did  not  avert  the  impending  ftorm 
from  Italy,  he  would  put  the  fenators,  their  wives  and 
children  to  death.  The  fenators  alarmed,  fent  the  pope 
to  Confiantinople  to  intercede  with  the  emperor,  and  en- 
deavour to  prevail  on  him  to  delift.  His  remohflrances  were 
ineffectual :  the  emperor  was  refolved  toindemnify  himfelf 
for  the  heavy  expenfes  incurred  in  the  expedition  ;  he  left 
the  fenators,  their  wives  and  children  to  their  fate.  Theo- 
datus'  intended  vengeance  was  prevented  by  his  death. 
His  foldiers,  feeing  the  progrefs  of  the  imperial  General 
Bellifarius  in  Italy,  revolted,  and  declared  Vitiges  their 
king.  This  traitor  facrificed  the  tyrant  to  the  hatred  of 
the  Romans,  and  faved  the  '  fenators  from  impending 
death,  Free  de  Bel.  Goth . 

The  pope  on  his  arrival  at  Confiantinople  found  Epi- 
phanius,  the  Catholic  patriarch  of  Confiantinople  dead* 
and  Anthymus,  an  Eutychian,  bifliop  of  Trebifondes 
tranflated  to  the  patriarchal  See,  through  the  credit  and 
influence  of  the  emprefs  Theodora.  Notwithftanding- 
thc  entreaties  of  the  emperor,  the  felicitations  and  fecret 
threats  of  the  emprefs,  Agapitus  depofed  him,  and,  in 
the  church  of  Saint  Mary,  confecrated  Mennas,  with 
the  approbation  of  the  emperor  and  the  people,  to  fill 
that  vacant  See,  Lib.  C.  210.  Agapitus  died  foon  after 
in  Confiantinople,  and  Sylvenus  was  chofen  in  Rome  to 
fucceed  hirn.  The  emprefs  Theodora,  defirous  of  relo- 
cating her  favourite  Anthymus,  fignified  to  Vigilius, 
deacon  of  the  Roman  church,  then  in  Confiantinople, 
that  (he  would  enfure  his  election  for  the  Roman  See,  on 
his  promife  of  fuppreffing.the  Council  of  Chalcedon*  and 
approving  the  faith  of  Anthymus,  of  Theodoras,  of 
Alexandria,  and  Severus,  of  Antioch,  that  is,  the  Euty- 
chian herefy.  This  promife  Vigilius  made,  received  from 
the  emprefs  feven  hundred  pounds  of  gold,  with  an  order 
to  the  Roman  general  Bellifarius,  to  put  him  in  poffeffion  . 
of  the  See  ;  on  his  arrival  at  Rome  he  found  Sylverius 
acknowledged,  went  to  Ravenna,  fliewed  the  General 
the  emprefs's  order,  and  promifed  him  two  hundred 
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founds  of  gold  if  he-would  dirpofe  of  Sylverius,  Belli*' 
farius  took  Rome  from  the  Goths,  on  the  ioth  of  De- 
cember, 536,  and  under  pretence  that  Sylverius  had 
given  fome  intelligence  to  the  Goths,  fent  him  an  exile 

I  to  Pataras  in   Lycia,  and  placed  Yigilius  in  the  pontifical 

;  chair,  Ltb  in  Br.  Ca.  6  2°. 

From  this  fliort  flcet'ch  it  appears,  thit  the  pope's  au- 
thority was  as  unlimited  over  the  patriarch  of  Con- 
ftantinople after  the  Council  of  Chalcedon  as  before 
k  ;  the  fequel  of  Vigilius's  hiftory  (hews  it  not  lefs. 
forcibly  :  when,  after  the  taking  and  facking  of 
Rome  by  To'ti/a,  on  the  17th  of  December,  546,  Vigi- 
lius  was  called  to  Conftantinople  by  the  emperor,  though 
a  prifoner,  and  treated  with  great  cruelty*  he  publiflied 
.afentence  of  condemnation  againft  the  emprefs  Theo- 
dora, and  the  acepbali,  or  independents  of  the  day  5  by 
his  unfhaken  lirmnefs  in  fupportofthe  Council  of  Chal- 
cedon* he  difappointed  the  vievrs,  and  rendered  inef- 
fectual all  the  efforts  of  Theodorus  of  Cappadocia  \  and 
of  the  other  partifans  of  the  Eutychian  herefy^  who, 
though  all-powerful  at  Court,  and  the  pQpe  in  the 
church  of  Saint  Euphemh  of  Chalcedon,  as  a  p>lace  of 
refuge,  could  not  otherwife  make  their  peace  with  him, 
than  by  offering  to  him  a  profeffion  of  faith,  in  which 

*£hey  declare,  that  to  preferve  ecclefiaftical  unity  they  re- 
ceive the  four  general  Councils  of  Nice,  of  Constantino- 
ple, of  Ephefus,  and  of  Chalcedon,  promifing  to  obferve 
inviolably,  all  that  was  in  them  decided  with  the  con- 
fent  of  the  legates  and  vicars  of  the  Holy  See,  by  whom 
the  popes  have  prefided  over  thefe  Councils,  each  in  his 
time  ;  a  profefEon  of  the  lame  form  was  given  by  Menna? 

\  patriarch  of  Conftantinople \  by  Theodore  of  Cafarea,  by  An\ 
drew of  Ephefus\by  2 heodorus  of  Aniioch,\n P'tftdia*  Peter 

I  of  Tarusy  and  many  others—See Fleury,  B.  xxxiii.p.  43  x. 
It  cannot  be  faid  or  thought  that  a  man,  who,  in  de- 
fence of  his  life  had  taken  refuge  in  the  fancluary,  ufed 
any  undue  influence  to  engage  thefe  prelates  to  m 
fuch  a  public  and  authentic  acknowledgment  ofthefu- 
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periority  of  his  Sec.  The  fear  of  giving  offence  to  this 
clergy  of  their  feveral  diocefes,  and  to  the  faithful  in  ge- 
neral, to  whom  the  fact  was  as  well  known  then,  as  it 
is  to  us  now,  and  who  would  no  more  acknowledge  a 
btmop  difclaiming  the  authority  of  the  Roman  See  then, 
than  we  would  now,  is  the  only  motive  which  can  juf- 
tify  their  fubttriffion. 

If  the  caftigator  had  confulted  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  he 
would  have  found  one  pope,  who,  though  not  excom- 
municated  whilft  living,  was  feverely  cenfured  after  his 
death,  on  the  fuppofition  of  his  having  countenanced  the 
Eutychian  herdy  at  leaft  by  filence  ;  whet  her  the  cenfure 
was  well  or  ill  founded,  a  queition  of  difficult  difcuflion, 
it  is  certain  that  the  8th  general  Council,  in  which  he 
was  cenfured,  did  not  think  a  pope  infallible,  the  Catho- 
lics of  the  United  Kingdom,  with  great  propriety, 
therefore,  declare  that  the  pope's  infallibility  is  no 
article  of  catholic  doifcrine,  nor  term  of  communion. 

To  fill  his  pamphlet  with  fornething  the  caftigator- 
gives  usthe  hiftory  of  Jfriarlus.zn  African,  who,  excom- 
municated by  his  own  bifhop  Urbotius*  had  appealed  to 
pope  Zozimui.  This  affords  him  an  opportunity  of  dif- 
charging  a  certain  portion  of  his  bile  in  the  abufe,  which 
he  lavishes  on  that  venerable  pontiff  and  his  fucceffor 
Cceleftine.  Their  arrogance  and  impofture  he  muft 
have  learned  from  his  fpirit  of  divination  :  hiftorians  are 
filent  on  the  fubjec"h  He  concludes  a  long  tale,  fome 
parts  of  which  are  founded  on  fact,  others  of  his  own 
invention,  by  faying,  that  this  prieft  of  Sicca,  in  Africa, 
who  had  been  abfolved  on  appeal  by  the  pope,  acknow* 
ledged,  in  prefence  of  an  African  Council,  the  crimes 
with  which  he  was  charged.  The  reader  will  be  fur- 
prifed  to  hear  a  man  cite  againft  the  pope's  authority  a 
fact,  which  from  his  own  ftatement  tends  toeftablifh  it.: 
for  he  fays,  p.  84,  "  by-  the  proteclion  of  the  bifhop  of 
Rome  he  might  have  efcaped  had  he  been  able  to  with- 
fiatid  the  (tings  of  his  own  confeience,  but  upon  the 
fourth  day,  to  the  great  confufion  of  the  legate  and  the  j 
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iupremacy,  he  con fefled  every  crime/'  From  thtsftate- 
ment  it  is  manifeft  that  the  pope's  authority  was  ac- 
knowledged by  thefe  African  prelates,  otherwife  his  au- 
thority would  not  have  faved  the  man,  whom  they  had 
before  condemned*  How  the  crimes  of  that  African 
prieft  could  turn  to  the  confuion  of-  the  Roman  pontiff 
or  his  legate  is  not  eafiiy  conceived;  A  Judge  in  appeal 
mull  pronounce  on  the  proceedings  already  had  in  the 
Court  from  which  the  appeal  comes*  If  the  man  had 
been  legally  convicted  no  protection  could  have  faved 
him.  A  man,  who  confults  common  fenfe,  would  fay 
that  this  African  was  a  hypocrite,  who  had  impofed  on 
•he  pope  ;  whofe  crimes,  though  known  to  the  African 
prelates  on  public  report,  had  not  been  juridically  pro- 
ved ;  it  was  therefore  neither  arrogance  nor  impofture 
in  the  pope  to.abfolve  him  :  it  was  his  official  duty,  and 
this  caftigator,  whirft  he  vents  his  fpleen  on  thefe  popes, 
expofes  his  own  ignorance-  to  contempt*  To  detect  the 
crimes  of  perfons  not  known  is  a  privilege  to  which 
popes  pretend  no  title,  this,  with  all  fuch,  they  refjgn  to 
Bower,  F  anco  vitz,  auJ  other  retailers  of  flinders, 
who,  Hi  the  malignity  of  their  own  hearts,  at  the  dif- 
tarce  of  fome  centuries,  difcover  the  motives  which 
they  lend  to  innocence  and  integrity  ;  in  order  to  give 
thefe  virtues  the  colour  otftheir  oppofite  vices. 

It  is  true  the  African  prelates  did  at  that  time  prohibit 
appeals  in  perfonal  caufes  to  Rome,  andin  their Syn  dical 
Letter  to  the  Pope  affigned  a  fufficient  and  fatisfacWy 
reafon  for.  fo  doing  :  *  how,"  laid  they,  "  can  a  judg- 
ment beyond  the  feas  be  certain,  fince  the  necelfary  wt# 
tieffes  cannot  be  lent,  either  on  account  of  the  weaknefs 
of  their  fex,  or  their  advanced  age,  or  fome  other  im- 
pediment." Long  before  that  time  St.  Cyprian  com- 
plained  of  the  irregularity  of  fuch  appeals  \  and  fince 
that  time,  France,  Spain,  Germany  and  England,  before 
the  Reformation,  loudly  and  juftiy  complained  of  them. 
What  then  ?  This  only  proves  that  fuch  appeals  were 
always  made,  and  often  abufively,  to  the  preat  detri- 
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snent  of  ecclefiaftkal  difcipline  ;  that  power  is  frequently 
abufed  no  man  doubts,  but  the  abufe  of  power  fhew$ 
that  power  to  be  real ;  for  if  fictitious,  it  could  not  he 
abufed. 

There  are  fome  men,  who  having  borrowed  an  opinion, 
however  falfe  or  abfurd,  feize  with  avidity  every  fhadow, 
which  feems  to  countenance  the  deception  ;  there  are: 
others,  who  artfully  wreft,  in  fupport  of  the  opinions, 
which  it  is  their  intereft  to  lend,  the  very  reafons,  which 
detect  the  fallacy.  It  is  not  eafy  to  determine  to  which 
of  thefe  claffes  our  caftigator  belongs  :  the  facls  which  he 
has  felecled  in  fupport  of  error,  uniformly,  and  unequi- 
vocally, condemn  it.  He  is  not  lefs  unlucky  in  his 
choice  of  witneffes.  A  Jerom,  a  monk  remarkably  au£ 
fere,  a  mirror  of  penance,  as  inimical  to  epicurifm,  the 
idol  of  modern  refprmifts,  as  the  Baptift  himfelf  \  in 
whofe  works  all  the  errors  borrowed  from  Jovinien, 
Vigilantius,  o£c.  now  taught  in  the  reformed  churches, 
are  refuted  with  inexpreffible  force  and  perfpicuity,  4 
man  who  informs  us  that  he  was  himfelF  fecretary  to  t^ie 
Jtoman  pontiff  Damafus,  and  affifted  him  in  anfwering 
the  Synodical  confultatjons  of  the  Eaft.  and  the  Weft, 
that  is,  of  the  then  Chriftian  world:  in  his  letter tQ 
Gerontia,  advifing  that  lady  to  continue  unmarried,  he 
relates  an  anecdote  which  he  heard  at  Rome,  "  many 
years  ago,"  fays  he,"  "when  I  aflifted  Damafus,  bifliop  of 
the  Roman  city,  in  ecclefiaftkal  writings,  and  anfwered 
$he  Synodical  confutations  of  the  E^ft  and  the  Weft." 
It  was,  therefore,  the  cuftom  of  the  Eaft  and  the  Weft 
to  confult  the  Ronian  See  on  difficult  queftions  ;  hence 
we  find  Jerom  himfelf,  confeffedly  the  moft  learned  man 
of  his  time,  confuking  the  fame  pontiff,  and  refting  the 
exprefiion  of  his  faith,  in  a  difficult  queftion,  on  the  au- 
thority of  the  Holy  See.  The  Greek  term  "  hypofiafis" 
is  of  doubtful  iigmfication  ;  it  may  exprefs  a  fubfitling, 
ferfon^  or  a  fubfiance^  in  the  former  fenfe  it  was  common- 
ly ufed  by  Catholic  writers,  in  the  latter  by  Heathen  phi- 
lofophers.    The  Arians,  and  other  fedaiies  in  the  Eaft, 
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wrefted  this  ambiguous  expreffion  from  thefenfe  intend- 
ed by  Catholic  writers,  to  that  ferfe  which  feem^d  o 
give  countenance  to  their  errors.  St.  J  mm,  preffe<l  by 
contending  parties  to  declare  his  faith,  dared  not  u(e  the 
^xpredion  co  fignify  either  per/on  or  fiibftance  without  the 
pope's  approbation.  He  wrote  two  letters  to  Damafus 
on  thefubjecr  ;  in  the  firft  jie  fays,  that  in  the  diftracred 
ftate  of  the  church  in  Afia  he  found  it  neccfiary  to  con- 
fuk  the  See  of  Peter  :  "  though,"  fays  he,  "  your  great- 
jnefs  terrifies,  your  humanity  invites,  as  a  meep  I  dzCuc 
the  vicHm  of  falvation  from  the  prieft,  and  claim  protec- 
tion from  the  fhepherd.  Let  envy  recede,  and  the  of- 
ten tation  of  the  Roman  dignity  ceafe.  I  fpeak  to  the 
fucceifor  of  the  filherman,  to  a  difcipie  of  the  crofs,  fol. 
Jowing  no  chief  but  Chrift,  I  am  united  in  eomrnuniou 
with  your  beatitude,  that  is,  with  the  chair  of  St.  Peter, 
pn  that  rock  I  know  the  church  to  be  built,  whofoever 
cats  the  lamb  without  this  houfe  is  a  profaner."  There 
were  three  bifhops  then  contending  for  the  patriarchal 
See  of  Antioch,  of  which  church  Jerom  was  himfelf  a 
clergyman  :  of  thefe,  in  his  letter  to  Damafus,  he  fays  : 
"  I  do  not  know,  Viiajus,  Meletius,  I  reject,  nor  do  I 
know  Paulinus^  whofoever  does  not  c-ollecl:  with  you 
fcatters,  ....  if  we  aik  what  they  think  may  be  under- 
flood  by  three  hypoftafes  ;  they  fay  three  fubfifting  per- 
fons ;  we  anfwer  :  thus  we  believe,  the  fenfe  does  not 
fatisfy  them  :  they  exact,  the  word  becaufe  I  know  not 
what  ppifon*is  concealed  in  the  fyllables  :  we  exclaim  if 
any  one  does  not  confefs  three  hypoftafes  or  three  enypof- 
tata>  that  is,  three  fubfifting  perfons,  let  him  be  an  ana* 
theme .  -  .  .  but  if  any  man,  by  hypojlafen,  understanding 
Qufian  ejftnee,  or  fubftance^  does  not  fay  that  in  three  per- 
fons there  is  one  hypoftajen,  he  is  alienated  from  Chrift, 
and  in  this  confeflion,  alfo  with  you  we  are  imprelTed 
with  the  (lamp  of  union.  Decide  if  you  pleafe,  I  be- 
feecji  you.  I  will  not  fear  to  fay  three  hypoftafes  if  you 
command."  He  warns  the  pope  at  the  fame  time  again (i 
the  artifices  of  thefe  feciaries  who  urged  him  to  ufea 
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tarm  which  they  might  wreft  in  fupport  of  their  errors* 
and  then  concludes,  "  wherefore,  I  conjure  you  by  the 
Crucified^  by  the  Salvation  of  the  world,  by  the  Confab* 
fianttal  Trinity,  that  by  your  letters  1  be  authorifed  to  fay 
three  bypoftqfesy  or  not  to  fay  it,  and,  left  the  obfcurity 
of  the  place  in,  which  I  dwell  fhould  deceive  you,  deign 
to  tranfmit  the  writings  by  the  carriers  of  letters  to 
JCvagrius  theprieft,  whom  you  well  know,  and  fignify 
to  me  at  the  fame  time  with  whom  at  Anrioch  I  ought 
to  communicate,  becaufe  the  Campenfes,  united  with  the* 
fectaries  of  Tharfrs,  defire  nothing  elfe  but  that  they 
may,  fupported  by  the  authority  of  your  communion, 
preach  three  bypojlafes,  with  the  old  fenle." 

As  this  letter  remained  unanswered,  St.  Jerom  wrote  a; 
fecond  in  a  prefltng  ftyle,  in  which,  after  expofing  his; 
embarraffment,  he  fays  :  rt  in  the  mean  time  I  exclaim. 
if  any  one  be  united  to  the  chair  of  Peter  he  is  mine. 
Meletius*  Vifalus,  and  Paulinas ,  (the  contending  biftiops} 
fay  they  are  united  to  you.  ff  one  only  faid  it  I  could 
believe  it ;  but  now  two  aftert  a  fatfehood,  if  not  all 
three,  wherefore,  I  conjure  your  beatitude,  by  the  crofs.. 
of  our  Lord,  to-  %ntfy  to  me  by  letter,  with  whom  in 
Syria  I  may  communicate." 

From  thefe  letters  we  learn,  that  to  wreft  words  from 
the  intended  icnfe  o£  the  writer,  in  order  to  counte- 
nance new  opinions,  is  not  of  modern  invention.  We 
fee  the  embarraffmcnt,  into  which  the  artifices  of  fecta- 
ries, wrefting  his  words,  and  garbling  his  works,  threw 
this  moll  accurate  and  intelligent  writer,  whilft  yet  Hy- 
ing we  are  the  lefs  furprifeci  that  many  centuries  afcer 
his  death,  other  fectaries,  equally  artful,  fhould  attempt, 
to  make  him,  and  other  writers  not  more  cautious, 
fpeak  a  language,  which  they  never  intended.  The  wriT 
ter  makes  no  illufion  to  the  caftigator,  he  does  not  fufpect 
him  to  have  read  a  line  of  Jerom's  works — the  few  gar- 
bled parages  which  he  gives  are  tranfcribed  from  lllyri- 
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-only  catholics  acknowledged  the  authority  of  the  Ro- 
man See  ;  but  that  even  different  fechries,  in  order  to 
impofe  on  the  credulity  of  the  Public,  f  unded  their  pre- 
tentions on  a  fuppofed  communion  with  that  See.  So 
univerfally  and  fo  publicly  was  it  known,  and  fo  deeply 
was  it  imprefled  in  the  minds  of  all  Chrifiians,  that  the 
See  of  Peter  is  the  centre  of  union,  the  bond  of  Catholic 
communion. 

To  enable  readers  not  vcrfed  in  the  works  of  thefe 
early  writers,  whom  by  reafon  of  high  antiquity  and 
great  authority  we  call  Fathers  of  the  Church,  to  judge 
of  the  foily  of  this  caftigator,  who  refers  to  Jerom  for  a 
condemnation  of  popery,  the  writer  tranfcribes  a  few 
paffages  from  that  Father  fo  juftly  celebrated,  not  only 
for  his  profound  knowledge  of  the  fcriptures,  but  alfo 
for  hisextenfive  acquaintance  with  every  branch  of  polite 
literature  ;  oi  whom  Erafrnus,  an  acknowledged  judge, 
fays,  that  his  works  are  an  opulent  treafure,  diverfified 
with  the  beautiful  and  the  fublicne  cf  all  languages  and 
fciences. 

In  his  firft  book  againft  Jovinien,  Jerom  ftates  the  er- 
rors of  that  reformiii  : 

i  ft  That  a  ftate  of  perpetual  celibacy  is  not  more  me- 
ritor'vpus  than  the  matrimonial  ftate. 

2d.  That  they,  who  are  regenerated  by  baptifm,  can. 
not  fall,  or,  as  he  terms  it,  be  fubverted  by  the  Devil. 

3d,  That  abftinence  from  meats  is  ufelefs. 

The  4th,  and  laft,  that  all  who  keep  their  baptifm  will 
obtain  one  and  the  fame  reward  in  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven. 

Thefe,  fays  Jerom,  are  the  hiflings  of  the  old  ferpent, 
"  hate  funtji'nla  fer pent  is  antiqiii'*  By  thefe  counfels  the  dra- 
gon expelled  man  from  paradife,  "  draco  his  ce  confikh  de 
Paradifo  hominem  exputit."  Thus  Jerom  qualifies  the  doc- 
trines which  the  caftigator  muft  teach.  He  then,  by  a 
train  of  irreliifible  reafoning,  fliews  not  fimply  the'falfe* 
hood,  but  the  impiety  of  thefe  doctrines,  refutes  the 
filly  reafbns  offered  by  Jovinien  in  juftifkation  of  thefe 
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errors,  and  which  modern  refofmifts  continue  to  repeat, 

ad  naufeum  ufque* 

jovinien,  to  juft  ify  his  firft  error,  had  cited  the  exam- 
ple of  the  patriarchs  in  the  old  law,  and  defcending  to 
the  new  law,  infifted  on  the  prerogative  of  Supreme 
Head  of  the  Church,  conferred  on  Peter,  a  married  man, 
in  preference  to  John,  in  aftateof  celibacy,  To  this  Je- 
rom  replied,  that  though  celibacy  was  not  fo  ferioufly 
recommended  in  the  old  law,  it  Was  yet  praclifed  by 
their  greater!:  prophets,  Elias,  Eirfha,  Daniel,  jeremias, 
&c.  To  ihe  prerogative  conferred  on  Peter,  he  replied 
that  it  was  conferred  on  age.  The  writer  tranferibes  the 
whole  paffage  in  the  original — "  Si  autem  obnix&  cen*- 
tenderit  Joannem  Virginern  non  fuhTe  &  nos  Amoris 
{prtiseipui  Caufam  Virginitatem  diximus,  exponat  ille  t 
si  Virgo  non  fuit,  cur  pree  Cdsteris  Apoftolis  plus  ama- 
tus  fit  ?  Et  dicis  fuper  Petrum  fundatur  Ecclefia,  licet 
id  ipfum  in  alio  loco  fuper  omnes  Apoftolos  fiat,  et 
cuncU  (  laves  regni  rcelorum  accipiant,  &  ex  aequo  fupef 
eos  Ecclefiae  fortitu Jo  folidetur,  tamen  propterea  inter 
duodeeim  unus  eligitur,  ut  Capite  Conftituto  Schifmatis 
tollatur  occafio.  Sed  cur  non  Joannes  eleefcus  eft  Virgo  f 
iEtati  delatum  eft  quia  Petrus  fenior  erat  :  ne  adhuc 
adolefcens,  ac  pene  puer  progreffas  setatis  hormnibus  prc- 
"ferretur." 

44  But  if  he  earneftly  contend  that  John  was  not  a! 
virgin,  and  we  have  faid  that  virginity  was  the  caufe  of 
fkgular  love,  let  him  explain,  if  he  was  not  a  virgin, 
why  he  was  more  beloved  by  Jeius  Chrift,  than  the 
other  apoftles  ?  But  you  fay  the  church  was  founded  on 
Peter,  though  the  fame  thing  in  another  place  be  done 
on  all  the  apoftles,  and  all  receive  the  keys  of  the  King- 
dom of  Heaven,  and  the  ftrength  of  the  Church  be  equal- 
ly folidated  on  them  ;  yet  for  this  amongft  the  twelve, 
one  is  chofen,  that  a  head  being  conftituted  the  occalion 
ofichifcn  fhould  be  taken  away.  But  why  was  not  John, 
a  virgin,  chofen  ?  A  preference  was  given  to  age  be- 
caufe  Peter  was  older,  and  that  a  youth,  as  yet  almoft  a 
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boy,  ihould  not  be  preferred  to  men  of  advanced 
age" 

From  this  paffage  the  caftigator  has  fele&cd  thefe  - 
words,  p.  31,  "the  church  is  founded  on  all  the  apof* 
ties  5  and  all  have  received  the  keys  of  the  Kingdom  of 
Heaven,  and  the  firmnefs  of  the  church  refts  on  them 
equally,"  and  this  he  thinks  conclufive  evidence  that 
jerom  did  not  think  Peter  fuperior  to  any  of  the  apof- 
tles.  The  writer  does  not  remember  to  have  feen  fuch 
unblufliing  impofture  \  even  doating  ftupidity  cannot 
juftify  it.  It  is  a  lamentable  truth  that  many  well  dif- 
pofed  but  uninformed  chriftians  arc  duped  by  fuch  im- 
pofiures. 

In  his  writings  againft  Vigilantiu3,  Jerom  is  not  lefs 
unfriendly  to  modern  reformifts,  in  whofe  defence  it 
muft  be  admitted,  that  not  one  of  their  errors  is  of  late 
invention  ;  they  have  been  alifeverally  taught  at  differ- 
ent times,  and  in  different  places,  but  were  never  united 
into  one  pretended  rule  of  faith,  until  Luther,  of  reform- 
ing memory,  compofed  his  monftrous  code, 

Jerom  begins  the  work  by  enumerating  many  mon- 
gers of  which  we  read  in  facred  and  prophane  hiflory  ; 
amongft  thefe  he  ranks  Vigilantius,  "  who,"  fays  he, 
"  actuated  by  the  unclean  fpirit,  refills  the  fpirit  of  Chrift  ; 
fays  that  the  tombs  of  the  martyrs  are  not  to  be  vene- 
rated ;  that  vigils  are  to  be  condemned  ;  that  alleluia  is 
not  to  be  fung  but  on  Eafter  day  ;  that  continence  is  he- 
rcfy,  and  chaftity  the  fource  of  licentioufnefs,  and  as 
Euphorbus  is  faid  to  be  re-born  in  Pythagoras,  fo  the 
perverfe  mind  of  Jovinien  is  rifen  in  him,  hence  both  in 
the  one  and  the  other  we  are  forced  to  reply  to 
theinfidious  arts  of  the  demon.  Jovinien  condemned 
by  the  authority  of  the  Roman  church  with  the  plea- 
sures of  the  table  gave  up  the  ghoft  ;  Vigilantius,  now 
an  inn-keeper,  mixes  water  with  wine,  and  by  his  ac- 
cuftomed  art  endeavours  to  unite  the  poifon  of  perfidy 
with  the  Catholic  faith  :  he  condemns  virginity,  he 
hates  chaftity,  at  the  banquets  of  worldlings  he  rails 
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agiind  the  fads  of  the  faints."  A  man  would  imagine 
that  he  was  defcribing  a  modern  reformid.  To  the 
charge  of  idolatry,  which  was  then  made,  and  now,  af- 
ter a  lapfe  of  many  centuries,  revived,  he  replies  :  "  mad 
head  1  Who  ever  adored  a  martyr  ?  Who  ever  thought  a 
man  a  God  ?  When  Paul  ana  Barnaby  were  thought 
by  the  people  of  Lycaonia  to  be  Jupiter  and  Mercury, 
and  victims  were  prepared  to  be  offered  to  them,  they 
rent  their  garments  and  faid  they  were  men  ;  not  but 
they  were  better  than  the  dead  men  Jupiter  and 
Mercury,  but  by  an  Heathen  ?u  perdition  the  honor 
due  to  God  was  offered  to  them.*'  Thus  Jerom 
didingutflies  the  honor  due  to  God  from  the  refpect  and 
reverence  which  is  due  to  fome  of  his  creatures*  It 
grieves  him,  continues  Jerom,  fpeaking  of  Vigilantius 
that  the  relicks  of  the  martyrs  are  covered  with  a  precious 

veil  Are  we  then  lacriiegious  when  we  enter  the 

churches  of  the  apoftles?  Was  Condantine  (the  em- 
peror)  facrilegious,  who  tran-flated  the  holy  relicks  of  An- 
drew, Luke  and  Timothy,  to  Oondantinople  ?  Before 
thefe  the  demons  cry,  and  tJbey  who  dwell  in  Vigilanti- 
us confefs  they  feel  their  prefence.  Is  the  emperor  Ar- 
cudius  to  be  called  (acrilegious,  who  after  fo  long  a  time 
tranflated  the  bones  of  Samuel  from  Judea  to  Thrace  ? 
Are  all  the  biftiops  to  be  judged  not  only  facrilegi  ous  but 
infane,  who  carried  that  fdent  thing  crumbling  ajhes*  in 
filk  and  golden  veffels  ?  Were  all  the  people  of  all 
churches  infane,  who  met  the  holy  relicks  and  received 
them  as  joyfully  as  if  they  had  feen  the  prophet  prefent 
and  alive,  fo  that  from  Paledine  to  Chalcedon  the 
crouds  of  people  were  joined,  and  their  voices  refound- 
ed  in  praife  ol  Chrift  ?  Was  it  Samuel  they  adored,  not 
Chrid  of  whom  Samuel  was  the  levite,  the  prophet  ? 
You  fufpecl  him  to  be  dead,  therefore  you  blafpheme, 
read  the  gofpel :  the  God  of  Abraham,  the  God  of  Ifaac, 
the  God  of  Jacob,  he  is  not  the  God  of  the  dead  but  of 

the  living  you  fay  in  your  pamphlet  that  whild 

we 
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we  live  we  may  pray  one  for  the  other  -r  but  after  death, 
the  prayer  of  one  is  not  to  be  heard  for  another  to 
this  Jerom  replies:  ."  the  apoftles  and  martyrs  in  the 
body,  whilft  yet  lolicitous  for  themfelves,  prayed  for 
others,  how  much  more  fervently  after  the  attainment 
of  their  crowns,  their  victories,  their  triumphs  ?  One 
m?n,  Mofes,  obtained  from  God  pardon  for  fix  hun- 
dred thoufand  armed  men  ;  Stephen,  the  imitator  of 
his  Lord,  the  firft  martyr  of  Chrift,  fued  for  pardon 
for  his  pcrfecutors  ;  now  they  are  with  Chrift. will  they 
have  lefs  credit  ?  Paul  the  apoftle  fays  that  two  hundred 
and  feventy  fix  fpuls  were  given  to  him  in  the  {hip  ; 
now  that  he  is  freed  and  with  Chrift  will  he  (hut  his 
mouth?  For  all,  who  in  the  world  have  believed  in  his 
gofpel  will  he  not  have  the  power  to  fpeak  ?" 

He  confounds  Vigilantius  by  the  unanimous  confent 
and  invariable  ufige  of  all  ChriRian  churches  :  '*  does 
the  Roman  bifliop  fin,  who  offers  facrifice  to  the  Lord 
over  the  bones  of  the  dead  men  Peter  and  Paul,  in  our 
opinion  venerable,  in  yours,  but  vile  duft  ?  And  he 
thinks  their  tombs  the  altars  of  Chrift  ;  not  only  the  bi- 
fliop of  one  city,  but  all  the  bilhops  of  the  world,  do 
they  err  when  defpifing  the  inn-keeper  Vjgilantius,  they 
enter  the  churches  of  the  dead,  in  which  .  this  vile  duft, 
and  I  know  not  what  ajhes,  are  wrapt  up  in  linea  ?" 

From  this  pafTage  we  learn  that  the  relicks  of  the  faints 
were  under  the  altars  of  the  churches  in  JeromVdays ; 
that  on  thefe  altars  all  the  bifhops  of  the  Chriftian 
world,  offered  the  facrifice  of  the  mafs,  as  they  do  yet 
in  our  churches. 

In  Jerom's  defence  of  celibacy  fome  fevere  ftriclures  on^ 
fecond  or  third  marriages  efcaped  his  pen,  which  were 
garbled,  and  diftorted  by  the  difciples  of  Vigilantius,  who 
pretended  that  he  condemned  matrimony  in  common 
with  Montanus  ;  in  a  letter  to  Marcella  on  the  fubjecl, 
he  ftates  the  difference  between  the  doclrines  of  the 
church  and  the  errors  of  Montanus  even  where  they 
feem  to  agree,    fn  this  epiftte  he  exprefslv  fays  th it 
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Chrift  founded  his  church  on  Peter      if  the  apoftle  Peter, 

on  whom  the  Lord  founded  the  church  we  difagree 

(with  the  Montanifis)  in  the  rule  of  faith.  We  place 
the  Father,  the  Son,  and  the  Holy  Ghoft,  each  in  his 
own  perfon,  though  we  unite  them  in  fubftance.  They, 
following  the  doctrines  ofSabellius,  confine  the  Trinity 
within  the  limits  of  one  perfon;  we  do  not  fo  much  defire 
fecond  marriages,  as  we  allow  them.  They  think  them 
fo  criminal,  that  he,  who  contracts  a  fecond  marriage  is 
thought  an  adulterer ;  we  faft  one  Lent  in  the  whole 
year  according  to  the  tradition  of  the  apoftles  at  a  con- 
gruous time  ;  they  make  three  Lents  in  the  year  as  if 
three  Saviours  had  fuffered  ;  not  but  it  is*  lawful  to  faft 
through  the  whole  year,  Pentecoft  excepted;  but  it  is 
one  thing  to  offer  a  gift  voluntarily,  another  thing  to 
doit  of  neceffity  ;  with  us  bifhops  hold  the  place  of  the 
apoftles  ;  with  them  bifhops  are  the  third  order  :  they 
have  patriarchs  from  Pepufa,in  Phrygia,  in  the  fir  ft  place; 
on  the  fecond  order  they  place  canons,  and  thus  the  bi- 
shops are  thrown  ^nto  the  third  place,  ajmoft  the  laft  ;  as 
if  their  religion  was  more  brilliant  becaufe  what  is  firft 
with  us  is  laft  with  them  \  they  for  almoft  every  fault 
fhut  the  doors  of  the  church  ;  we  daily  read,  *I  defire  the 
finner's  repentance  more  than  his  death  ;  and  ths  man, 
who  falls  will  he  not  qfe  again,  ftith  the  Lord,  and  turn 
to  me  you  returning  fons  and  I  will  heal  your  conversi- 
on.1' They  are  rigid,  not  but  they  commit  greater  fins,, 
but. there  is  this  difference  between,  us  and  them,  that 
they  are  afhamed  to  confefs  fins,  as  if  they  were  guilt- 
lefs  ;  whiift  we  do  penance  we  more  eafily  obtain  par- 
don, I  omit .  .  . 

From  this  letter  we  learn  that  in  Jerom's  days  it  was 
believed  that  Chrift  had  founded  his  church  on  Peter  ; 
that  bifhops  were  the  fucceifors  of  the  apoftles  ;  that 
the  faft  of  the  Lent  was  of  apoftolical  inftitution  ;  that 
fins  were  eonfeffed  and  penitential  aufterities  in  ufe  ;  in 
a  word,  we  learn  that  the  Chriftian  world  was  in  peace- 
able poffeffion  of  obferving  all  thefe  popifh  fuperftitions 
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;  and  nonfenfical  rites  fo  hateful  to  the  caftigator.  How 
I  ftupidly  ignorant  he  rnuft  have  been  to  appeal  to  Jerom 
for  a  condemnation  of  popery  ! 

We  are  now  to  difcufs  the  paflUge  which  he  cites  from 
Jerom's  letter  to  Evagrius,  p.  85,  in  it  Jerom  fays  that 
a  bifhop  at  Rome,  or  Eugubium,  Conftantinople  orRhe- 
gium,  are  of  the  fame  worth  and  thefamepriefthood,  the 
advantage  of  wealth  and  the  difadvantage  of  poverty  nei- 
ther make  a  bifhop  lower  nor  higher,  for  they  are  all 
fucceflbrs  of  the  apoftles.  Who  ever  doubted  11  ?  In 
that  letter  Jerom  feverely  cenfures  the  prefumption  of 
fome  arch-deacons,  who,  charged  with  the  adminiftrati- 
on  ofthe  ecclcfiaftical  funds,  thought  themfelves  fuperior 
to  the  priefts  who  received  their  fubfiftence  from  them. 
He  {hews  that  the  deacon  is  inferior  to  the  prieft  becaufe 
the  deacon  is  promoted  to  the  order  of  priefthood  ;  that 
the  prieft  is  nextin  order  to  the  bifhop,  and  not  much 
inferior  to  him  in  dignity :  "  what  does  the  bifhop," 
fays  he,  *c  ordination  only-excepted,which  the  prieft  does 
not  ?"  That  the  pofTeftion  of  wealth  makes  no  diftincli- 
on  amonsrft  the  clergy,  which  is  literally  true,  all  bifhops 
are  equally  bifhops,  and  fuperior  to  priefts  and  deacons, 
whether  in  great  cities  or  villages.  The  commencement 
of  that  letter,  "  we  read  in  Ifaias  that  fools  will  fpeak 
foolifh  things,"  is  ftriclly  applicable  to  this  reverend  paf- 
tor  of  a  church,  in  which  there  is  neither  bifhop,  prieft 
nor  deacon?  and  who  confidently  cites,  in  fupport  of 
fuch  extravagance,  a  letter  in  which  thefe  orders  are 
diftinctly  fpecified  and  faid  to  form  an  hierarchy  fimilar 
to  that  of  the  aid  law,  that  is,  that  bifhops,  priefts  and 
deacons,  are  in  the  Chriftian  church  what  Aaron,  his 
fons  and  the  levites,  were  in  the  temple. 

His  talent  for  contradiction  is  confeffedly  great,  it  is 
rather  unfortunate  that  in  the  diftribution  of  logical 
powers  Nature  has  not  been  liberal  :  he  fills  four  or  five 
pages  with  citations  from  St.  Cyprian,  to  which  he  pre- 
tends to  affix  a  fenfe  cf  which  Cyprian  never  dreamed. 
The  writer  in  his  remarks  had  cited  Cyprian's  letter  to 
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the  Roman  pontiff  Cornelius,  in  which,  fpeaking  of  che- 
fchifrn  caufed  by  the  anti-pope  Novatien,  Cyprian  fays  : 
"  feds  and  fchifms  refult  from  this  only,  that  obedience 
is  not  paid  to  the  prieft  of  God;  nor  is  it  confidered 
that  there  is  but  one  pri^ft  of  God  for  the  time,  and  one 
Judge  for  the  time  in  the  place  of  Chrift,  to  whom*  if 
according  to  Divine  inftruclion,  the  whole  fraternity 
obeyed,  no  one  would  difturb  the  college  of  priefts."  If 
we  believe  the  caftigator  the  Roman  pontiff  was  not 
that  one  pried  of  whom  St.  Cyprian  fpoke.  This  he 
wittily  remarks  did  not  occur  to  the  writer.  It  did  not 
occur  to  the  writer  that  Cyprian  fpoke  nonfenfe,  it  occur- 
red to  him,  and  muft  to  the  caftigator,  if  his  fpirit  of  dt> 
vi nation  has  not  infatuated  him,  that  Cyprian  fpoke  of 
fome  one  prieft  to  whom  all  other  priefts  were  fubordU 
nate  :  for  the  whole  fraternity  can  fignify  nothing  elfe  ;. 
and  the  obligation  of  obedience,  of  all  neceffity,  imports- 
fubordination  ;  and  if  the  Roman  pontiff,  to  whom 
Cyprian's  letter  is  addreffed,  and  whofe  See  he  calls  the 
See  of  Peter,  and  the  principal  church  from  which  the 
unity  of  the  priefthood  arifes,  be  not  that  one  prieft  to 
whom  all  others  owe  obedience,  whp  was  that  one  prieuy 
to  whom  even  the  Roman  pontiff  was  fubjecl  ?  And  to. 
whofe  See  the  See  of  St  Peter,  the  principal  See,  was  fub or- 
dinate ? 

His  fpirit  of  divination  has  not  enabled  him  to  affix 
any  fenfe  to  Cyprian's  words,  but  he  fays  the  meaning 
of  them  muft  be  found  elfewhere,  that  is,  becaufe  the 
words  are  fo  clearly  expreffive  in  this  paffage  that  they 
cannot  be  mifunderftood,  fome  ambiguous  expreflion, 
many  of  which  are  found  in  all  voluminous  works,  muft 
be  adduced  to  divert  the  reader's  attention.  With  this 
view  he  feizes  on  a  paffage  in  Cyprian's  letter  to  Anto* 
nianus,  which  he  new  models,  as  he  imagines,  to  the  en- 
tire .fatisfacHon  of  his  readers,  "  the  epifcopal  govern- 
ment ought  to  be  but  one,  fpread  abroad  among  many- 
bifhops  and  agreeing  heartily  together."  In  this  paf- 
fage he  finds  that  Cyprian  faid  epifcopal  government  is 
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'founded  in  unity ,  and  from  his  own  words,  which  he  o* 
bligingly  lends  to  Cyprian,  concludes  that  Cyprian 
means  unity  of  counfel,  hot  of  fupreme  government. 
He  has  not  told  us  what  fort  of  government  that  is 
which  is  founded  in  the  unity  of  counfel  without  any 
authority  vefted  in  the  perfon  at  the  head  of  it.  We 
are  indebted  to  the  creative  imagination  of  the  caftiga- 
tor  for  the  idea  of  a  government  without  authority. 
Unfortunately  Cyprian  does  not  fay  that  epifcopal  go- 
vernment is  founded  in  unity  :  he  fays  that  epifcopal  go- 
vernment,  or,  rather,  epifcopal  order  is  one,  "  epifcopatus 
unus  eft,"  of  which  a  part  is  held  by  each  biftiop  in  fo- 
lidum,  a  legal  term  which  the  writer  cannot  exprefs  in 
Englifti. 

In  Cyprian's  works  there  is  not  a  letter,  in  which  the 
Roman  pontiff's  fupremacy  is  expreffed  with  more 
ftrength  and  perfpicuity  than  that  to  Antonianus,  from 
which  our  caftigator  garbles  a  paffage  for  his  purpofe. 
Novatien,  an  anti-pope,  the  firil  of  thefe  mifcreants, 
whole  ambition,  under  the  mafk  of  zeal  for  reformation, 
had  difturbed  the  peace  of  the  whole  church,  had  written 
to  Antonianus,  then  biftiop  of  Numidia,  informing  him 
of  his  pretended  election  to  the  pontificate,  in  place  of 
Cornelius  who  had  fallen  into  herefy,  as  Novatien  af- 
ferted,  by  communicating  with  Trophymus  and  others, 
who  had  facrificed  to  idols.  Antonianus  wrote  to  Cy- 
prian on  the  fubjecl:,  defrring  to  know  how  Cornelius 
had  admitted  Trophymus  to  his  communion,  or  what 
herefy  Novatien  had  introduced  ;  Cyprian,  in  reply, 
{hews  that  Cornelius  was  duly  elected,  innocent  of  the 
crimes  with  which  Novatien  charged  him,  that  he  was 
the  true  fucceffor  of  Peter,  and  his  calumniator  retrench- 
ed from  the  communion  of  the  church  :  "  Cornelius," 
fayshe,"was  madebihhop  when  the  place  of  Fabien,that 
is,  the  place  of  Peter,and  the  rank,  'gradus,'  of  the  facer- 

dotal  chair  was  vacant  As  to  what  you  have  been 

told  that  Cornelius  communicates  indifferently  with  all 
thofe,who  have  facrificed,  it  is  a  falfe  report  invented  by 
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apoftates ....  You  afk  what  herefy  Ndvatien  has  intro- 
duced. Kaow,  in  the  firii  place,  that  we  ought  not  en- 
quire what  he  teaches,  becaufe  he  teaches  without  the 
pale  of  the  church,  '  extra  Eeclefiam/  There  is  but 
one  church  which  Jefus  Chrift  has  divided  into  many 
members  throughout  the  world,  and  one  epifcopal  or- 
der, f  epifcopatus  unus,'  which  is  extended  in  the  multi- 
tude of  bifliops  whom  unanimity  unites.  Novatien, 
after  the  Divine  inftitution,  endeavours  to  form  a  human 
church  :  he  fends  new  apoftles  into  many  cities  to  lay 
new  foundations,  and  though  there  be  of  a  longtime 
pad  bifliops  ordained  in  each  Province,  venerable  for 
their  age,  for  the  integrity  of  their  faith,  and  their  con- 
flancy  in  perfecution,  he  dares  to  create  other  falfc 
bifliops.0 

Cyprian  contrafts  this  human  church  of  Novatien's 
invention,  with  the  one  church  of  Jefus  Chrift  entrufted 
to  the  care  of  Cornelius.  Moreover  this  anti-pope  pre- 
tended to  depofe  all  the  bifliops  in  the  different  pro- 
vinces who  refufed  to  acknowledge  him,  and  to  create 
bifliops  in  their  ftead.  It  was  therefore  the  acknow- 
ledged  right  of  the  true  Pope  to  depofe  bifliops  for  dis- 
obedience and  contumacy,  and  fubftitute  others,  or  that 
artful  intriguer  would  not  attempt  it. 

In  what  that  unity  of  the  epifcopal  government  con- 
Ms  Cyprian  explains,  with  accurate  precifion,  in  his 
treatife  on  the  unity  of  the  church.  He  begins  by  ftiew* 
ing  the  fource  of  fchifoi  and  herefy:  "  this  happens," 
fays  he,  "  becaufe  recourfe  is  not  had  to  the  Jource  of 
truths  becaufe  the  Head  is  not  fought,  becaufe  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Heavenly  Mafter  is  not  obferved."  He  then 
afligns  thivS  Jource  of  truth,  this  Head  :  "  Chrift  faid  to  Pe- 
ter, c  thou  art  a  rock,  and  on  this  rock  I  will  build  my 
church.'  He  built  his  chttrch  on  one,  and  though  after 
his  refurreclion  he  gave  to  all  his  apoftles  equal  power, 
yet  to  fliew  the  unity,  he  eftabliflied  one  chair,  and  pofed 
the  fource  of  unity  by  making  it  defcend  from  one, 
without  doubt  all  the  apoftles  were  what  Peter  was  : 

they 
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they  partook  of  the  fame  power,  the  fame  honour  ;  feiit 
the  beginning  is  from  unity  :  the  primacy  was  given  to 
Peter,  to  fliew  that  there  is  but  one  church  of  Jsfus 
Chrift,  and  one  chair.  All  are  fbepherds,  there  is  but 
one  flock,  which  all  the  apoftles  ought  to  feed  with  one 

accord  The  epifcopal  order  is  one>  of  which  each 

bifhop  holds  a  portion  in  folidum." 

To  give  his  readers  a  correcl  idea  of  the  unity  of  the 
church,  to  which  the  unity  of  the  epifcopal  order  is  in- 
difpenfablfc,  Cyprian  compares  it  to  %  tree,  the  branches 
of  which  are  united  in  the  root  •  to  light,  all  the  rays  of 
which  are  united  in  the  furi,  the  fource  of  light ;  to 
many  dreams  of  water  flowing  from  the  fame  fpring  $ 
hence  it  follows  that  allfpiritual  powers,  in  the  epifcopal 
order ,  are  radically  in  the  chair  of  Peter  ;  that  from  it 
all  the  powers  of  that  order  flow  as  the  waters  from 
the  fource  ;  that  in  it  all  other  epifcopal  chairs  are  uni- 
ted, as  the  branches  of  the  tree  are  united  in  the  root, 
from  which  they  receive  the  nutritious  juices.  If  a 
branch  be  feparated  from  the  root,  it  muft  from  all  the 
other  branches  :  for  it  is  in  the  root  and  not  elfewhere 
that  all  the  branches  of  the  tree  unite  ;  hence  it  follows 
that  if  an  epifcopal'See  be  feparated  from  the  See  of  Peter, 
it  is  from  all  other  Sees  in  the  church,  and  is  no  part  nor 
portion  of  the  one  church  of  Jefus  Chrift  founded  on 
Peter,  ,and  though  the  See  of  Peter  be  but  a  part  of  the 
church,  it  is  it  which  gives  life  and  energy  to  the 
whole,  as  the  root,  though  but  part  of  the  tree,  fup- 
ports  the  whole  tree,  and  conveys  nutritious  juices  to  all 
the  branches. 

"  It  will  be  granted,"  fays  the  caftigator,  p.  88,"th*t 
Cyprian  calls  the  church  of  Rome  the  See  of  Peter,  and 
the  principal  church  from  which  the  unity  of  the  prieft- 
hood  arifes."  He  then  fills  a  page  with  a  paffage  in 
which  Cyprian  complains  of  an  appeal  to  Rome,  and 
lays  that  every  perfon's  caufe  mould  be  examined  where 
the  crime  is  committed,  then  concludes  that  Cyprian 
calling  the  church  of  Rome  the  principal  church,  and 
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the  fpring  of  facerdotal  unity,  did  not  intend  to  afcribe 
any  fupremacy  to  the  Pope  or  his^See.  To  this  extraordi- 
nary aflertion  the  writer  makes  no  reply  :  he  thinks  hek 
lebore  or  fek-bathing  may  be  ufeful  :  there  isfomething 
of  madnefs  in^  it.  After  the  caftigator  has  taken  a  few 
dofes  of  hellebore  to  purge  his  brain,  let  him  confult 
fome  fehool-boy,  who  will  tell  him  that  principal  and 
fub  ordinate  are  correlatives  ;  that  when  one  is  prin- 
cipal all  others  mull:  be  fubordinate  ;  he  will  alfo  tell 
him  that  the  ftream  is  dependent  on  the  fpring,  not  the 
fpring  on  the  dream. 

In  the  next  page  he  gives  the  paffage  which  the  writer 
has  cited  from  Cyprian's  treatife  on  the  unity  of  the 
church,  omitting  fome  fentences,  which  the  author  of 
his  repertory  chofe  to  forget,  and  then  with  unblufhing 
confidence  tells  this  writer,  that  if  he  thinks  Cyprian 
calls  the  church  of  Rome  the  prlitcipal  church,  in  ex:- 
clufion  of  all  others,  he  isaftranger  to  the  doctrine  taught 
in  the  primitive  church.  If  he  will  difmifs  that  fpirit 
of  divination,  which  dupes  him  fo  inceffantly,and  con- 
fult  Cyprian's  works,  he  will  find  that  venerable  prelate* 
of  the  primiti  ve  times,  profeffedly  demonftrating,  that  the 
unity  of  Chrift's  church  refts  on  the  epifcopal  chair  of  Pe- 
ter 5  that  in  itail  other  churches,the  integrant  parts  of  that 
one  whole,  are  united,  as  the  branches  of  the  tree  in  the 
root.  Cyprian  knew  but  one  church,  but  one  principal 
See,  the  root,  from  which  all  fubordinate  Sees  derive 
their  fpiritual  powers,  as  the  branches  draw  their  fub*. 
iiftence  from  the  root,  or  as  the  llreams  of  water  flow 
from  the  fountain,  and  this  principal  See,  this  See  of  Peter, 
he  calls  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  what  may  appear  ex- 
traordinary, the  caftigator  admits  it  :  "  it  will  be  grant- 
ed,"  he'  fays,  p,  88,  wC  that  Cyprian  calls  the  church  of 
Rome  the  See  of  Peter >  the  principal  church  from  which  the 
unity  oflhepriefthood  anfes" 

Cyprian's  difpute  with  pope  Stephen  on  the  rebap- 
tifation  of  fectaries,  invalidates  all  that  he  has  written 
©n  the  primacy  of  the  Roman  church,  if  we  believe  the 
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^aftigatar.  His  reafpning  is  as  newly  modelled  as4iis 
religion,  that  is,  Cyprian  did  not  acquiefce  in  the  pope's 
opinion,  therefore  he  did  not  believe  him  fucceffor  to 
St.  P^ter,  nor  his  See,  t  he  principal  Se^.  Before  the  art 
of  reaioning  had  been  new  niodelled,  it  was  thought 
that  Cyprian  did  not  believe  the  pope  infallible,  nor 
Vhink  himfelf  obliged,  to,  adopt,  what  he  thought,  an 
opinion,  before.the  queftion  had  been  folemnly  decided, 
thus  St.  Auftin  explains  Cyprian's  words  in  the  Coun- 
cil-—fee  remarks,  p.  204.  It  may  not  foe  amifs  to  in- 
form the  reader  that  in  that  celebrated  controversy  Ste* 
phen's  doctrine,  was  apoftolical,  and  his  authority  en- 
forced it;  Cyprian's  opinion  was  new,  introduced  by 
his  predeceffbr  Agrippmus,  as  fuch  was  condemned, 

A  defence  of  Stephen's  doctrine,  written  at  that  time 
and  yet  extant,  isN,or  irrefiftible  force  againft  all  reform- 
ats ;  "  there  would  be,"  fays  that  writer,  "  no  difpute  if 
each  of  us  would  reft  fatisfied  with  the  authority  of  all 
churches ;  and  obferving  the  maxims  of  humility  make 
no  attempt  to  innovate:  for  whatever  is  doubtful,  if  it 
fee  judged  contrary  to  'the  ancient  ufage  of  all  our  holy 
predeceflbrs,  ought  to  be  rejected.  There  is  nothing  oh- 
t-aincd  from  novelty,  but  that  fome  individual  is  vaunt- 
ed by  ignorant,  and  inconfiderate  people,  as  having  co'r- 
reeled  the  errors  of  all  churches,  tn  this,  all  fectaries 
agree,  their  confolation  is.  to  (hew  that  they  are  not 
the  only  perfons  whp  are  in  fault,  and  their  whole  ftudy 
is  to  ,  load  the  church  with  calumnies."  In  his  next 
edition  the  caftigator  will  mew  the  defects  in  the  co-  1 
louring,  of  this  picture.  U\s  invectives  againft  popes, 
beginning  with  Peter  ;  and  the  abufe  which  he  fo  li- 
berally beltows  on.  monks  and  other  ecclefiaftics,  of 
whom  he  knows  nothing,  are  the  ebullitions  of  his  zeal, 
they  are,  not  to  be  claffed  with  the  calumnious  mifrepre- 
fentations  of  which  that  ancient  waiter  fpoke. 

From  Cyprian  the  caftigator  pafTes  to  Gregory  the  Great. 
The  citations  from  the  works  of  that  moft  venerable 
pontiff  anfwers  feveral  purpofes  ;  thev  fill  iome  pages  tn 
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(well  the  volume;  they  make  a  difplay  of  uncommon 
erudition  ;  they  introduce  anti-chrift,  an  old  and  favor- 
ite theme.  His  fpirit  of  divination  forgot  to  remind 
him  that  thefe  paftages  Are  ftrongly  tinctured  with  papal 
fcpremacy.  In  the  firft  palfage,  p.  90,  Gregory  fays  : 
■  f  though  there  were  feveral  apoftles  there  is  but  one  apof- 
tolii  See,  the  See  of  the  prince  of  the  apoftles."  Qf 
this  he  gives  inconteftible  evidence  in  a  few  words,  fay- 
ing :  "  this  See  is  in  three  places — in  Rome,  where  he 
died  ;  in  Alexandria,  where  it  was  founded  by  his  dif- 
ciple  Mark  ;  and  in  Antioch,  where  he  reiided  himfelf 
fcven  years:"  thefe  were  the  only  patriarchal  Sees 
which  antiquity  knew,  and  Gregory  kneMj  no  other  ; 
he,  as  well  as  Gyprian,  thought  the  See  of  Peter  the 
fource  of  (acerdotal  unity  ?  and  as  Peter  had  founded  the 
See  of  Antioch  immediately  by  himfelf,  and  the  See  of 
Alexandria  by  his  difcipie  Mark,  thefe  Sees  he  confider* 
ed  exclufively  as  apoftolical  ;  b,ut  as  Peter  did  not  tranf* 
fer  to  Evodius,  whom  on  his  departure  from  Antioch, 
he  appointed  to  govern  that  See,  nor  to  Mark,  who  by 
his  appointment  governed  the  See  of  Alexandria,  whilft 
he  himfelf  governed  the  Roman  See,  his  own  com  milli- 
on of  feeding  Chrift's  flock,  in  which  thefe  prelates, 
and  the  people  they  governed,  were  included,  neither 
the  See  of  Alexandria  nor  of  Antioch  was  ever  called  the 
principal  See,  ike  fource  of  the  priejihood,  this  title  was  re- 
fer ved  fpr  the  Roman  See,  in  which  Peter  clofed  his 
mortal  career.  Official  authority  defcends  to  the  fus- 
ceffor, 

We  are  next  favored  with  a  long  quotation,  in  which 
Gregory  feverely  cenfures  John>  patriarch  of  Conftanti- 
nople,  for  affuming  the  title  of  univerfal  bifhfifa  followed 
by  an  extract  from  the  pontiff's  letter  to  Euiogius,  pa- 
triarch of  Alexandria,  in  which  he  refufes  that  title  of- 
fered by  the  patriarch,  and  calls  him  his  brother.  If 
affuming  ignorance  could  excite  any  emotion  but  con- 
tempt, the  writer  would  exprefs  his  furprife  at  feeing  lb 
many  quotations,  in  which  the  exercife  of  the  poatifi- 
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•>  j**     •»-»*}, '  nlwiit t;'i ti'faii  "^isS"^' * »f  f  •,'v^%,t<:         '  #i  ••<— » Ir^^sM^'^'-m^'^^- '* 
tal  authority  is  as  nianifeft  as  the  fun  at  mid-day,  offered 
as  arguments  ,  againft  it    Gregory  cenfured  the  patri- 
arch of  Conftaotinople  in  firong  terms  for  afTuming  a 
title,  which  did  not  belong  to  him  in  any  fenfe  ;  a  title 
\yhich  he  himfelf,  and  his  predeceffors,  when  offered  in 
the   Council  of  Chalcedon,  and  in  one   fenfe,  well 
founded,  did  not  take,  becaufe  it  might  be  underftood 
in  the  fenfe  intended   by  this  haughty  prelate,  to  con- 
fine the  priefthood  to  one  bifhop  in  exclufion  of  all 
others,  a  fenfe  in  which  the  title  did  not  belong  to  the 
patriarch,  nor  to  the  pontiff,  nor  to  any  other  prelate 
on  earth.    Thus  Gregory  begins  his  letter  to  that  patri- 
arch :  "  you  know   what   peace   you  found  in  the 
churches,  and  I  do  not  know  on  what  motive  you  pre- 
tend to  affume  a  new  name  capable  of  offending  all  your 
brethren  j  what   aftonifhes  me  is,  that  you  defired  to 
^void  the  epifcopal  dignity,  and  now  you  intend  to  em- 
ploy it,  as  if  you  had  fought  it  through  ambition.  You 
declared  yourfelf  unworthy  the  n.ame  of  bifhop,  and  now 
you  defire  to  bear  the  name  alone.    My  predeceffor  Pe- 
lagius   wrote  you   a  ftrong  letter  on  the  fubjecl ;  he 
quafhed  the  a&s  of  the  Council,  which  you  held  in  the 
caufe  of  our  brother  the  bifliop  Gregory,  and  forbid  the 
arch-deacon,  his  nuncio,  near  the  emperor,  to  aflift  at 
mafs  with  yoii.    Since  I  have  been  called  to  the  go- 
vernment of  the  church,  I  have  directed  my  nuncios  to 
fpeak  to  you,  and  \  now  order  the  deacon  Sabinien, 
Yet  becaufe  fores  mu(l  be  lightly  touched  by  the  hand 
before  the  iron  be  applied.,  I  pray  you,  I  conjure  youvI 
requeft  with  all  poffible  mildnefs,  that  you  will  refill 
thefe  flatterers,  who  give  you  a  name  full  of  extrava- 
gance and  pride.    Jk>  not  you  know  that  the  Council 
of  Chalcedon  offered  that  honor  to  the  bifhops  of  Rome, 
calling  them  univerfal?  Yet  not  one  of  them  would  re- 
ceive it,  left  he  mould  feem  to  attribute  to  himfelf 
alone  the  epifcopal  dignity,  and  take  it  from  all  his  bre- 
thren." ....  Lib.  iv-  Epis.  38. 

In  his  letter  to  Sabinien,  the  nuncio,  he  informs  him, 

that 


that  the  patriarch  had  artfully  engaged  the  emperor  tc^ 
write  to  hinafelf  to  countenance  that  prelate's  pretenti- 
on :  "  he  hopes/'  fays  be,  to  authorife  his  vain  preten- 
iion  if  I  lifien  to  the  emperor,  and  if  I  dovnot  to  irritate 
the  emperor  againft  me,  but  1  walk  in  the  (trait  path  and 
fear  but  God  alone,"  Lib.  iv.  Ep,  39.  In  his  anfwer  to 
the  emperor  he  fays  :  "  the  conduct  and  primacy  of  the 
whole  church  was  given  to  Peter,  yet  he  is  notxalled 
univerfa!  apqftle.  Europeiagiven  up  to  b>arbarians5the cities 
are  deftroyed,  fortreffes  ruined,  provinces  are  ravaged^ 
the  lands  are  wafte,  idolators  are  matters  of  the  lives  of 
the  faithful,  and  bifliops,  who  ought  to  lament  profirate 
in  afhes,  feek  new  titles  to.content  their  vanity.  Is  it  my 
particular  caufe  which  I  defend  ?  Is  it  not  the  caufe  of 
God  and  of  the  univerfal  church  ?  We  know  that  many 
bifliops  of  Conftantinople  have  been  not  only  heretics 
but  herefiarchs,  as  Neftorius  and  Macedonius,  if  there* 
fore  he,  who  ills  that  See,  were  univerfal  bijhop  the 
whole  church  would  fall  with  him.  For  me,  lam  the 
fervant  of  all  bifhops3  whilit  they  live  as  bifhops  .  „  . .  to- 
obey  your  orders  I  have  written  to  him  with  mildnefe 
and  humility,  if  he  hears,  me,  be  fhall  have  in  me  a 
brother  entirely  devoted3  if  not  he  will  have  for  adver-, 
fary  him,  whorefifts  the  proud,'*  iv  Ep.  32. 

This  title  which  Gregory's  predeceffors  did  not  af- 
fume,  though  offered  in  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  he 
himfelf  rejected,  when  offered  by  Eulogies,  the  then 
patriarch  of  Alexandria,  the  mofl  learned  and  pious  pre- 
late of  the  day.    From  the  extract  of  a  letter  quoted  by 
the  caftigator,  p.  93,  it  appears  that  Eulogius  thought^ 
Gregory  had  given  him  an  order  in  a  former  letter.  It 
in uft  have  been  a  requeft,  which  coming  from  his  fupe- 
rior,  Eulogius  confidered  as  an  order.    He  therefore, 
acknowledged  Gregory's  fpiritual  jurifdiction  over  the 
See  of  Alexandria,  the  fecund  See,  a  patriarchal  See  of : 
the  moft  extenfive  jurifdiction,  whilft  Conftantinople 
was  yet  fubject  to  the  metropolitan  See  of  Heraclea. 

"But  Gregory  fays 'that  he  did  not  command  him, calls 

him 
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Mm  in  rank  his  brother,  in  manners  his  father."  What 
then  ?  Themodefty  which  he  recommended  to  others,  hs 
praclifed.  But  will  this  caftigator  prebend  that  Eulogius 
did  not  think  Gregory  his  fuperior  ?  That  he  did  not 
think  him  fuperior  to  all  other  prelates  when  he  called 
Ilim  universal  ppe  ?  Or  will  he  pretend  that  the  paf- 
tfage,  as  cited  by  himfelf,  does  not \  contain  conclufive 
evidence  of  Gregory's  univerfal  jurifdiction  ?  He  fays  to 
lEulogius  :  "  nothing  can  redound  to  my  honour ^  which  con* 
'duces  to  the  dijhomur  of  my  brethren,  I  place  my  honour  in 
maintaining  them  in  theirs"  Is  not  this  the  language  of  a 
man  vefted  with  authority  to  fiipport  all  bifhops  in  their 
refpe&ivc  ranks  ?  Is  this  caftigator  fo  perverfely  obst- 
inate or  fo  crazy  as  to  deny  it. 

In  imitation  of  other  prophets  in  thefe  reforming 
times,  who  run  without  being  fent,  the  caftigator  pro- 
nounces the  immediate  dcftriiction  of  popery.  A  trud 
difcipfe  of  John  Knox,  he  exultingiy  deftres  the  wri- 
ter to  caft  his  eyes  on  what  is  called  the  Chriftiari  world, 
and  obferve  if  the  proteftant  intereft  or  papal  authority 
be  in  the  mod  declining  condition,  p.  94.  The  writer 
has  to  lament  the  deftruction  of  the  human  fpecies,  in 
tnany  Catholic  States,  effected  by  the  late  revolution  in 
Europe,  confeftedly  the  work  of  our  lateft  reformifts  ; 
he  has  alfo  to  lament  that  this  deftruction  was  not  con- 
fined to  Catholic  Staes  exclufively,  fome  Proteftant  States 
on  the  Continent  ftiared  the  fame  fate.  Thisisnofub- 
jeer,  of  exultation,  if  not  to  the  emilTaries  of  Abaddon, 
the  enemy  of  man.  If  by  the  proteftant  intereft,  the 
caftigator  underftands  the  eftablilhed  Church  of  England^ 
the  writer  begs  leave  to  inform  him,  that  the  Catholics  of 
the  United  Kingdom  look  with  horror  and  difrnay  on 
the  breaches,  which  are  daily  making  in  that  national 
Structure  by  the  caftigator's  friends,  enthuftafts  and  fa- 
natics of  different  defcriptions,  from  whofe  afcendancy, 
if  once  eftabiiflied,  catholics  have  every  thing  to  fear 
and  nothing  to  expect.  He  has  alfo  to  remark  to  him, 
that  this  fpirit  of  divination,  which  the  caftigator  has 
1  fooiiflily 


fbolifhly  miftaken  for  a  fpirit  of  prophecy,  is  a  lying  fpi- 
rit  :  for  the  papal  authority  in  fpirituals,  the  only  autho- 
rity which  the  popfe  of  Divine  right  and  inftitution  poffef* 
fes,  was  never  more  extenfive,  more  iiniverfally  acknow- 
iedged,nor  more  firmly  eftabli{hed,thah  on  the  prefentday. 
If  the  caftigator  does  not  know  it,  it  is  becaufe  he  knows 
inothing  of  the  prefent  ftate  of  the  Chriftian  world.  If 
lie  looks  to  tlie  Eaft  and  Weft,  to  the  North  and  South, 
he  will  fee  to  his  great  aftonifhment,  and  no  fmall 
inortification,  the  kingdom  of  Jefus  Chrift,  that  is  the 
catholic  church,  compofed  of  paftors  in  regular  fuccefli- 
on  fince  the  apoftles  days,  and  their  refpective  portions 
of  the  flock,  in  fome  countries  in  fplendour,  in  others 
deprefled,  but  in  all  nations  vifible,  as  it  was  from  the 
commencement,  literally  verifying  the  promife  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  that  he  himielf  would  be  with  the  paftors  of  his 
church,  teaching  all  nations  to  the  extremities  of  the 
earth,  and  to  the  end  of  time,  Matt,  xxvii.  19.  20, 
whilft  ephemeral  feels,  ftiddenly  emerging  as  if  from  the 
regions  of  darknefs,  pats  like  a  meteor  and  then  di'fap- 
pear,  or  like  flies,  which  buzz  in  the  fun-ftiine,  fall,  and 
are  heard  of  no  more.  Some  hundreds  have  already 
paffed  into  oblivion,  and  if  we  may  judge  by  ?na'logy  the 
fame  fate  awaits  them  all. 

From  his  fpirit  of  divination,  no  doubt,  he  has  learn- 
ed that  St.  John  called  the  church  of  Rome,  founded 
by  the  apoftles  Peter  and  Paul,  and  then  governed  by 
paftors  of  their  immediate  inftitution,  Babylon.  Men 
who  judge  by  the  rules  of  common  fenfe  think  that  the 
evangelilt  fpoke  of  the  Roman  empire,  of  which  that 
city  was  then  the  capital,  and  miftrefs  of  the  civilized 
world.  Againft  thk  idolatrous  city  the  apoftle  denoun- 
ced the  Divine  vengeance,  and  his  prediction  has  been 
literally  verified.  Near  the  clofe  of  the  fourth  century, 
the  Huns,  the  Vandals,  the  Goths,  and  other  barbarians, 
had  fucceffively  ravaged  the  different  provinces  of  the 
empire,  Germany,  Gaul,  Spain,  Italy  and  Africa.  The 
Lombards  had  eftabliftied  themfelves  in  Italy,  and  the 
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Goths  in  Spain.  The  foldiers  of  this  laft  nation,  whd 
had  ferved  in  the  Roman  armies,  fufpected  of  being 
fecretly  in  the  interefl  of  Stilicon,  after  his  death 
were  harflily  treated  :  in  fome  towns  their  wives  and 
children  were  put  to  death,  and  their  ppffeffions 
confifcated  contrary  to  the  public  faith  which  had  been 
pledged.  Enraged  at  this  infraction  of  a  folemn  treaty, 
they  united  under  Alaric,  the  moft  powerful  and  war^ 
like  of  their  chiefs.  He  conducted  them  to  the  gates  of 
Rome.  It  is  faid  of  him  by  Socrates  and  Sozomen,  that 
on  his  way  he  had  faidj  that  it  was  not  of  his  owii 
movement,  but  that  fomething  preffed  him  and  tor- 
mented him  faying  :  go  and  ;  pillage  Rome.  He  be- 
fieged  the  city  fo  clofely  that  both  famine  and  pefiilencc 
began  their  ravages^  In  that  extremity  the  Heathen 
fenators  thought  it  neceflary  to  facrifice  on  the  capitol 
and  in  the  other  temples.  The  Tufean  foothfayers 
promifed  to  chafe  the  barbarians  with  thunder  and 
lightening,  but  Vulcan  had  ceafed  to  forge  the  bolts, 
and  Jupiter's  thunder  was  heard  no  more.  His  golden 
goblets  proved  more  effectual.  Alaric  agreed  to  raife 
the  fiege  on  condition  that  the  city  would  furnifh  five 
thoufand  pounds  of  gold,  thirty  thoufand  pounds  of  fiU 
ver,  four  thoufand  tunicks  of  filk,  three  thoufand  hides^ 
of  a  icarlet  die,  and  three  thoufand  pounds  of  pepper. 
As  the  money  was  not  in  the  treafury,  the  citizens 
were  taxed  ;  the  ornaments  of  the  temples,  and  the  idols 
of  gold  and  filver  were  melted  down  to  fupply  the 
deficiency.  Zozimus,  the  heathen  hiftorian,  laments  the 
defiruction  of  the  idols  ;  he  complains  that  fincc  the  idol 
of  the  goddefs  of  virtue  was  melted  down,  virtue  itfelf 
was  extinguifhed  in  the  breafts  of  the  Romans.  The  in- 
telligent reader  need  not  be  told  that,  the  Heathens  deifi- 
ed virtues  as  well  as  vices.  This  was  but  the  commence- 
ment of  that  punimment,  which  Divine  juftice  had  pre- 
pared for  that  idolatrous  city,  in  which  temples  were 
■creeled  to  pretended  Gods,  more  vicious  than  the  in- 
fatuated mortals  who  adored  them, 
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Alaric  according  to  agreement  drew  off  his  troops  ; 
but  foon  after,  taking  offence  at  fome  imprudent  ex- 
preffions  of  Jovius,  prefect  of  Italy,  in  a  conference  with 
him,  he  refumed  the  liege,  obliged  the  Romans  to  declare 
Attalus,  one  of  his  creatures,  emperor,  and  in  the  courfe 
of  the  fame  year  depofed  him.  Not  long  alter,  whilft 
treating  with  the  emperor  Honoriuj,  Sarus,  a  barbarian 
chieftain,  allied  to  the  Romans,  furprifed  fome  of  his 
foldiers,  and  cut  them  to  pieces.  Alaric,  full  of  indig- 
nation, broke  off  the  treaty,  returned  to  Rome,  recom- 
menced the  liege,  took  the  city  by  treachery  on  the 
24th  of  Auguft,  410,  in  the  1 164th  year  of  its  founda- 
tion ;  gave  it  up  to  pillage,  yet,  in  refpect  to  theapof- 
tie  Peter,  he  ordered  the  church  called  the  Vatican  to  be 
a  place  of  refuge.  St.  Jerom  defences  this  tragical  event 
in  his  letter  to  Principia  :  "  a  terrible  report,"  fays  he, 
"  is  come  from  the  Weft  that  Rome  was  befieged  ;  that 
the  fafety  of  the  citizens  was  purchafed  with  gold  ;  that 
fpoiled,they  were  again  befjeged.and  that  after  having  loft 
their  all,  they  loft  their  lives.  Voice  fails !  Sighs  interrupt 
words  !  The  city  is  taken,  which  took  the  world,  it 
perifhed  with  hunger  before  it  periftied  with  the  fword  ; 
few  were  found  to  be  taken  ;  the  rage  of  hunger  feized 
on  food,  which  is  not  to  be  named  ;  the  mother  did  not 

fpare  the  infant  at  her  breaft  who  can  defcribe 

the  ravages,  the  maffacres  of  that  night  ?  Who  can  equal 
his  forrows  with  his  tears  ?  The  ancient  city  falls;  the 
city  which  had  reigned  fo  many  years  !  Lifelefs  bodies  are 
(battered  without  number  on  the  ways,  and  the  image 
of  death  in  the  houfes."  This  tremendous  puniiliment, 
which  St.  John  denounced  againft  idolators,  who  had 
tinged  the  whole  earth  with  the  blood  of  Chriftians  ; 
who  had  made  the  mo  ft  ftrenuous  and  perfevering  ex- 
ertions, during  four  fucceding  ages,  to  exterminate 
chriftianity,  and  which,  when  the  meafure  of  their  ini- 
quity was  full,  the  Divine  juftice  did  inflict  in  the  moft 
terrible  manner.  The  caftigator,  in  his  new  modelled 
zeal,  exults  in  the  hope  of  feeing  it  renewed  on  Chrif- 
tians 
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ttaftfi.  The  writer  ventures  to  affure  him  that,  however 
alarming  this  punifhmerit  may  appear,  a  punifhment  in- 
finitely greater,  and  of  greater  duration,  is  refer ved  for 
thefe,  who  under  the  mafk  of  religious  zeal,  fill  the  minds 
of  the  uninformed  with  rancorous  prejudices  againft 
their  brethren.  "Six  things  God  hates,  the  feventh 
is  the  abomination  of  his  foul,"  that  is,  they  who  fow 
difcord  amongft  the  brethren,  Pro.  vi.  16.  He  may 
exult  with  certainty  in  the  hope  of  feeing  this  punifh- 
ment inflicted  in  due  time,  and  confole  himfelf  for  his 
former  dhappointment. 

This  anti-chrift  of  modern  invention,  which  exifts 
but  in  the  imagination  of  fools  and  fanatics,  has  been 
a  neceffary  inftrument  in  forming  that  elaborate  ftruc- 
ture,  which  our  firft  reformifts  railed,  and  he  is  equally 
necejTajry  to  their  fucceflbrs  for  the  lupport  of  its  totter- 
ing remains  :  Voffius,  a  learned  and  unprejudiced  pro- 
teftant,  who  was  in  error  but  through  the  accident  of 
his  birth,  and  who  in  all  his  writings  had  truth  in  view, 
difgufted  at  the  violent  declamations  which  inceffantly 
affaulted  his.  ears ^  from  the  different  pulpits  in  Holland, 
in  which  nothing  was  heard  but  invectives  againft  the 
pope,  the  anti-chrift,  the  Jon  of  perdition,  &c.  and  the 
Romifh  church,  the  Babylon,  the  great  whore,  as  the 
caftigator  modeftly  tranflates,  afked  one  of  the  minifters 
why  he  did  not  chufe  fome  other  fubject  for  the  in- 
ft  ruction  of  the  people,  to  which  the  minifter  replied, 
that  if  the  people  were  not  taught  to  believe  that  the 
pope  is  anti  chrift,  they  would  all  turn  papifts  again. 
The  minifter's  opinion  was  better  founded  than  Voffius 
thought  it :  for  if  it  be  true,  that  the  pope  is  not  anti- 
chrift,  it  is  therefore  true,  that  Luther  and  ail  his  bro- 
ther reformifts  were  impoftors,  and  their  difciples  snd 
fucceflbrs  are  dupes,  that  their  new-fangled  fyftem  is 
founded  on  manifeft  impofture,  in  fupport  of  which  no 
difpaffionate  and  diiinterefted  man  of  common  fenfe 
would  rilk  his  reputation,  much  lefs  his  falvation.  The 
reader  is  referred  to  Paftorims's  Liftory  of  the  chriRian 
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church  :  in  it  he  will  find  the  true  character  of  the 
anti-chrift  defcribed  by  the  apoftles,  as  oppofite  to  the 
fancied  anti-chrift  of  the  epicurean  monk,  and  his  af- 
fociates,  as  the  licentioufnefs  of  their  pretended  gofpel 
is  to  the  feverity  of  the  gofpel  of  Jefus  Chrift.  Clofmg 
his  pretended  proofs  agairift  the  fupremacy,  adduced 
from  Gregory's  works,  the  caftigatbr,  whofe  memory 
plays  the  truant  at  times,  calls  this  pontiff :  learned  and 
judicious,  and  almoft  in  the  fame  fentence  adds,  that  like 
many  other  ignora  nt  and  well  meaning  per fons  he  happened 
to  ftumble  on  truth.  Thus  this  fcribbling  caftigator, 
who  never  ftumbles  on  truth,  wjkh  one  ftroke  of  his 
pen,  converts  a  learned  and  judicious  man,  into  an  igno- 
rant and  well  meaning  man,  who  happens  to  ftumble  on 
truth. 

In  his  next  chapter,  p.  96,  he  introduces  the  tempo- 
ral authority  claimed  by  fome  popes.  This  part  of  the 
fupremacy  he  fays  is  indireclly  denied  by  the  writer,  then 
quotes  from  his  Remarks,  p.  72,  a  long  paiTage,-  in, 
which  it  is  alferted  :  "  that  Mr.  Burke  has  fhewn  in 
his  Letter  of  Injlruclton  that  the  pope  does  not  polTefs  an 
atom  of  civil  authority,  or  temporal  jurifdiction,  beyond 
the  territories  which  he  governs  as  a  temporal  prince." 
This  he  calls  attempting  to  deny  it  indireclly  /  and  in  this 
indirect  denial,  his  fpirit  of  divination  difcovers  an  infinu- 
ation  that  popes  formerly  made  no  fuch  claim.  If  he 
had  not  been  infatuated  by  his  tying  fpirit,  he  might 
like  other  ignorant  and  well  meaning  men,fometimes  ftumble 
on  truth  ;  he  might  have  feen  in  the  writer's  words,  npt 
an  infmuation  that  fome  popes  did  not  claim  a  temporal 
jurifdicHon,  but  the  contrary  inftnuation,  that  they  did. 
If  he  had  read  the  work  which  he  pretends  to  refute, 
he  would  have  found  not  an  infinuation,  but  a  pofitive 
aflertion  that  fome  popes^did  claim  a  temporal  jurifdicH- 
on, "  fo  true  it  is  that  this  power  which  fome  popes  pretended 
to  offume  was  never  believed  to  exift  but  in  their  ambit 7- 
071," — Review,  p.  71,  and  a  direct  denial  of  any  tem- 
pera! jurifdiclion  whatever  being  veiled  in  the  pope  as 
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firft  paRor  of  the  church,  a  truth  which  he  might  have 
feen  eftablifhed  in  Mr.  B's  Letter  of  Inftruclion,  p. 
22  ...  .  34,  not  by  coarfe  invectives,  but  by  conclufive 
reafoning.  His  extract  of  hiftory  mewing  that  popes 
eftablifhed  fome  kings,  and  dethroned  others,  only 
proves  that  popes  were  always  thought  fuperior  to  ail 
other  prelates,  and  that  at  times  extending  this  jurifdic- 
tion,  which  they  were  known  and  univerfally  acknow- 
ledged to  poffefs,  beyond  its  due  limits,  they  made  en- 
croachments, on  the  temporal  j^n'ifdiclion  of  princes,  which 
they  never  did  of  divine  right  poffefs  ;  but  which  they 
might  at  any  time  obtain  from  the  common  confent  of 
princes  and  people,  in  whom  all  temporal  jurifdictton 
and  civil  authority  is  originally  vefted  by  the  author  of 
fociety,  and  by  whom  it  may  be  conferred  on  any  pope, 
prince  or  potentate. 

In  his  great  zeal  to  excite  a  horror  of  this  bug-bear 
popery,  which  haunts  his  difturbed  imagination  on 
thefe  tedious  hours  from  which  curtain  leclures  banifh 
reft,  he  informs  us  that  Alphonfus  wasraifed  to  the  dig- 
nity of  King  in  Portugal,  in  1179,  by  the  Roman 
Pontiff  Alexander  III.  the  fame  regal  dignity  was  con- 
ferred on  Primiflaus,  Duke  of  Bohemia,  by  Innocent 
III.  in  1204,  and  Johannius,  duke  of  Bulgaria  and  Wal- 
lachia,  was  made  king  by  the  fame  pontiff  in  1220,  he 
fays,  that  Stephen  grand  jucan  of  Servia,  was  crowned 
by  the  authority  of  Honorius  III.  that  Boleflaus  of  Po- 
land was  deprived  of  his  regal  dignity  by  the  then  pope, 
and  Roger,  count  of  Sicily,  was  made  king  of  Sicily. 
If  he  had  been  diligent  in  his  refearches  he  might  have 
found  that  Leo  III.  made  Charlemain  emperor  in  801, 
and  Zachary  made  Pepin  his  father  king  of  the  Franks 
in  752, — See  Review,  p.  52.  It  is  true  he  tells  us  that  he 
can  prefent  a  lift  of  one  hundred  princes,  who  have  been 
excommunicated  and  depofed  by  popes,  and  double  the 
number  might  be  collected  with  very  little  labour,  p. 
109,  he  thus  injudicioufly  informs  his  readers  that  the 
pope's   fpiritual  authority  was  well  and  univerfally  efta- 
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blifhedinthe  chrifiian  world,  fomc  centuries  beforeLutfcer 
and  hisbrother  reformifts  were  born,for  this  temporal  au- 
thority, which  they  unwarrantably  affumed,  could  have 
no  other  foundation  or  pretext  but.  the  fpiritual  autho- 
rity with  which  they  were  in  reality  invefted  :  they  abu- 
fed  this  power.  Some  did  it  is  true,  that  only  proves 
the  power  to  exift  :  for  if  it  did  not  it  could  not  be  abu- 
fed.  There  have  been  fome  writers  who  maintained 
the  depofing  power.  Yes,  as>  a  matter  of  opinion, 
which  no  catholic  ever  was  obliged  to  believe,  which 
the  whole  fchool  of  French  divines,  truly  catholic, 
reprobate— ^See  Review,  p.  2,  and  which  was  con- 
fid  ered  as  an  ufurpation.  In  the  firft  inftance  that  of  the 
Emperor  Henry  IV.  Otbo  Frifiagerifis,  a  catholic  prelate, 
well  affected  to  the  See  of  Rome,  fays  :  the  empire  was 
indignanc  at  this  novelty,  as  no  fuch  fentence  had  ever 
been  publifhed  againft  an  emperor  of  Rome,"  vi.  Epr. 
C  35- 

To  give  his  readers  an  idea  of  a  popiih  excommuni- 
cation he  fills  three  pages  with  a  fcurrilous  fiction,  in 
which  the  coarfeft  and  moft  cffenftve  terms  in  the 
Englilh  language  are  introduced*  He  then  repeats, 
with  additional  virulence,  the  hackneyed  tales  of  Ray- 
mond,of  Thouloufe  ;  of  the  x^lbigenfes,  &c.  of  the  Coun- 
cils of  Conftance  and  Latran,  all  which  the  writer 
has  already  difcuffed  in  his  different  replies  to  the  Rev. 
Ivlr.  Cochran — See  them  in  the  Review. 

From  his  fpirit  of  divination  he  has  learned,  and  con- 
fidently aflerts,  that  thefe  wicked  popes  and  papifts  for 
whom  he  has  the  neweft  modelled  charity,  have  maf- 
facred  fifty  millions  of  people.  What  a  pity  that  this 
venerable  teacher  of  the  neweft  fchool,  inflamed  with 
pious  zeal  againft  thefe  wicked  papifts,  had  not  lived  in 
the  famed  John  Knox's  reforming  days  ;  to  the  warlike 
blafts  of  John's  trumpet,  he  would  have  added  the  deep, 
the  (brill,  and  terrific  found  of  Alefto's  horn,  and  he 
would  have  brought  jezabel,  as  that  rufHan  called  the 
cjuccn,  to  the  block  in  her  own  capital.    Even  George 
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'Cordon's  days  are  paft  !  The  writer  has  already  dif- 
cufled  thefe  pretended  maffacres,  the  Gun  Powder  Plot, 
&c.  in  his  Review,  which  this  caftigator  pretends  to 
refute,  though  it  appears  that  he  has  not  read  a  line  of  it. 
A  refutation  of  all  the  calumnies  which  fill  the  century 
writers'  maffive  volumes,  and  Bower's  leaden  lives  of 
popes,  would  be  an  endlefs  and  an  tifelefs  work,  which 
the  writer  will  not  undertake.  He  whifpers  in  the  caf- 
tigator's  ear  that  there  have  been  many  bad  popes,  bad 
bifliops,and  priefts,inthechriftian  church,  andfome  good 
ones  ;  and  he  adds,  for  this  caftigator's  confolation,  that 
any  conventicle  in  which  there  is  neither  pope  nor  bi~ 
(hop  is  not  a  chriftian  church.  Not  to  know  this  plain 
fun  pie  truth  is  intolerable  ignorance,  to  know  it  and 
conceal  it  from  an  uninformed  well  meaning  people,  is 
fomething  worfe  than  ignorance. 

"  It  can  be  (hewn,  by  moft  authentic  documents,''  he 
fays,  p.  iii,  "  that  the  affaflinations  of  princes,  the 
bloody   maffacres,  and  the  cruel  perfecutions,  which 
grace  the  annals  of  modern  Europe,  either  have  been  the 
devices  of  popes,  or  received  their  approbation.'*  He 
has  not  produced  one  of  thefe  authentic  inftruments  : 
it  would  be  a  curious  flate  paper.    Will  he  deign  to  tell 
us,  what  pope  fent  Charles  1.  to  the  block  ?  What  pope 
devifed  the  death  of  Mary,  queen  of  Scots,  of  Lewis 
XVI.  of  the  duke  d'Enghien  ?  Who  advifed  the  cool  dif- 
paflionate  murder  of  Beton,  archbifhopof  St.  Andrew's, 
primate  of  Scotland  ?    Some  pious  reformids,  enfhmed 
with  holy  zeal,  kindled  by  one  of  Knox's  memorable 
via/Is^  entered    the  epifcopal  palace,  and,  having  pre- 
vailed on  that  prelate,  by  entreaties  and  promifes,  to 
open  the  chamber  door,  in  which  he  had  barricaded 
himfelf,  they  ruined  in — the  fcene  is  thus  defcribed  by 
one  of  themfelves  :  * 6 they  found  him  fitting  in  his  chair, 
he  faid  to  them  :  I  am  a  pried,  I  am  a  prieit,  do  not  kill 
me,  John  Lefley  according  to  ancieat  vows,  (it  feems  hs 
'iad  fworn  to  do  it)  ftruck  him  firft,  and  gave  him  one 
or  two  ftrokes,  as  did  Peter  Carmichael,  but  James  Mel- 
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vin,   a  man  of  a  mild  difpofition,  and  very  moded, 
thinking  they  were  both  '  angry,  flopped  them  faying  : 
this  work  and  the  judgment  of  God  ought  to  be  done 
with  great  gravity,  then  preferring  the  point   of  his 
fword  to  the  cardinal,  .he  faid  to  him  :  repent  of  your 
pafl  wicked  life  ......  we  are  fent  by  God  for  the  pu- 

nifliment  of  it  :  for  I  proteft  here  in  prefence  of  my 
God,  that  neither  hatred  of  your  perfon,  nor  love  of 
your  riches,  nor  fear  of  any  evil,  which  you  can  do  me 
in  particular,  have  engaged  me,  or  engage  me  now  to 
ftrike  y©u,  but  only  becaufe  you  have  been,  and  you 
are  yet,  an  obftinate  enemy  to  Jefus  Chrift  and  his  gof- 
pel, (that  is  Knox's  new  gofpel)  then  he  thruft  his  fword 
two  or  three  times  through  his  body*'— See  Hid.  of 
Scot.  Ref.  London j  1644,  p.  72,  fuppofed  to  be  writ- 
ten by  John  Knox  hitnfelf.  Never  was  repentance 
preached  in  this  form  before  ;  nor  murder  committed 
with  fuch  meeknefs  and  modetly.  Such  were  the  dif- 
cipies  of  John  Knox,  whofe  fpirir.  feems  revived  in  this 
Edinburgh  caftigator. 

In  one  of  thefe  fancHficd  blajls  which  that  noted  re- 
forming filled  an  Admonition  to  the  Nobles  and  People  of  Scot- 
land, fpeaking  of  the  neighbouring  country,  he  fays  i 

I  will  boldly  alTare  it,  that  the  Gentlemen,  the  Go- 
vernors,  the  judges  and  the  People  of  England,  ought 
not  only  to  refift  Mary  their  Queen,  that  mw  Jezabel, 
as  foon  as  flie  began  to  exunguiih  the  gofpel,  but  aifo  to 
put  her  to  death,  with  all  her  prieits,  and  all  ihofe  wh# 
enter  into  her  views."  Thus  this  new  modelled  apoftle, 
of  true  Mahometan  breed,  configns  to  the  fhades,  in 
bulk,  both  princes  and  people,  indifcriminately,  all, 
who  cppofe,  what  he  calls,  the  gofpel*  Thefe  are  au- 
thentic documents  which  (hew  how  truly  Erafmus  faid  ' 
"  this  new  gofpel  makes  men  furpafs  themfeives  in  wick- 
ed neis." 

However,  the  caftigator's  invectives  againft  popes  are 
derived  from  a  higher  fource  :  Luther,  the  great  pa- 
triarch of  reforming  memory,  in  one  of  thefe  Thefes, 
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publiflied  in  1540,  fays  :  the  pope  is  a  forcerer  (Imp 
garou)  poffeffed  by  an  evil  {pint.  All  towns  and  cities 
ought  to  collect  in  troops  againft  him,  it  is  not  neceffary 
to  wait  the  authority  of  Judges  or  Council  againft  him, 
nor  to  pay  any  attention  to  the  Judge,  who  would  for- 
bid  him  to  be  killed.  If  the  Judge  or  the  peafants  are 
themfelves  killed  in  the  tumult  by  the  people,  who 
purfue  this  monfter,  it  is  what  they  defervej  there  is 
no  injury  done  them.  We  are  not  to  enquire  if  the 
pope  is  fupported  by  princes,  by  kings,. or  by  emperors 
themfelves  :  he  who  fights  under  a  robber  is  fallen  from 
military  command,  as  well  as  from  falvation."  If  there 
be  truth  in  hiftory  thefe  documents  are  authentic*  it  is 
therefore  true,  that  the  apoftles  of  the  reformation  in 
Germany  and  Scotland,  taught  rebellion,  authorifed 
murders,  mafTacres,  aflaflinations  of  princes,  &c  with 
which,  this  caftigator,  with  true  pharafaical  confidence 
charges  popes  ;  nor  does  he  confine  the  charge  to  popes 
alone;  he  charitably  extends  if* to  all  popifii  magis- 
trates :  u  what  elfe,  "  fays  he,  "  are  magiftrates  un- 
der the  influence  of  the  Romilh  religion  but  the  creatures 
of  the  pope?" — "p.  i\u  The  Pharifees  in  their  ac- 
cufation  againlt  Paul,  Acts  xxiv,  5,  fay  :  u  we  found 
this  man  peftilential,  moving  fedition  amongft  all  the 
Jews"  

Were  the  Lords  and  Commons  in  Edward  III.  days, 
who  palled  the  famous  ftatutes  of  premumre  and  provi* 
forsy  creatures  of  the  pope  ?  They,  were  papifts  as  well  as 
their  fellow  fubjecls.  Were  the  Lords  and  Commons, 
who  depofed  Richard  II.  creatures  of  the  pope  ?  They 
alfo  were  papifts,  yet  one  of  the  articles  of  impeachment 
againft  Richard,  {hews  to  conviction  that  they  were  not 
creatures  of  the  pope.  The  article  is  thus  conceived  : 
"  though  the  Crown  of  England,  and  *!1  the  rights  pf 
the  Crown,  and  the  Kingdom  itfelf,  hath  been  in  all 
paft  timefo  free  that  the  fupreme  pontiff  (Dominus  fufli- 
mus  Pontifex)  or  any  other  perfon  without  the  km^dom, 
ought  not  to  interfere  with  the  fome  (fe  intra  mitier&ifo 
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etfdom)  the  Ikidl  king,  for  the  ftrengthening  of  his  erro- 
neous ftatutes,  did  fupplicate  the  pope  to  confirm  the  ads 
paled  in  the  laft  Parliament,"  fo  true  it  is  that  England, 
whilft  a  Catholic  State.,  never  believed  the  pope  to  poffefs 
any  temporal  jurifdiclion  within  the  realm.  Thefe  Lords  \ 
and  Commons  ib  hoftile  to  the  pope's  pre'tenfions  were 
the  men,*  who  a  few  years  after  the  depofition  of  ! 
Richard.,  in  the  days  of  Henry  V.  paflfed  the  fanguinary 
laws  which  condemned  tne  Lollards  to  the  {take. 

Tiie  writer  is  willing  to  admit  that  fome  popes  have 
been  as  la«  guinary  as  John  Knox  himfelf,  even  as  Cal- 
vin, his  maiier,  who  religioufly  roafted  Michael  Servetus 
for  pre  fuming  to  take  trie  fcriptu  res  alone  toi  his  rule 
of  faith,  a  doctrine  which  he  had  learned  from  Calvin. 
He  is  alfo  willing  to  admit  that  fome  papiiis  have  been  as 
meek  and  modeft  affaffins  as  James  Melvin.  Dues  it  follow 
that  murder,rebeliion  or  affafTi nation, is  authorifed  by  any  j 
tenet  of  catholic  doctrine,  or  any  maxim  of  its  morality  ? 
The  contrary  has  been  (hewn  to  conviction  in  Mr.  B's. 
reply  to  Palesologus's  third  letter,  to  which  the  reader  is 
referred — See  Review,  p  55. 

Some  popes  have  been  fu (peeled,  perhaps  not  without 
ftrong  reafons,  of  being  addicted  to  avarice,  to  ambition, 
feniuality  and  intemperance.  What  then?  Are  thefe 
vices  authorifed  or  converted  into  virtues  ?  No.  It  is 
the  glory  of  the  catholic  doclrine,  to  condemn  every 
poffibie  vice,  and  enforce  every  poffible  virtue  ;  it  know* 
no  diltinction  of  perfons  in  the  feverity  of  its  morality  : 
it  condemns  vice  in  the  prince  as  in  .the  peafant  ;  in  the 
pope  and  bifhop  as  in  the  foldier  or  the  lailor.  The  man 
who  does  not  know  this,  does  not  know  it.  The  man 
who  knows  it,  and  unblufliingly  affirms  the  contrary, 
does  not  know  the  truth,  k  is  not  in  the  catholic 
church  that  w3Jer.r0  to  believe  that  vice  divefts  the  civil 
magnirate  or  the  fpiritual  fuperior  of  that  authority  with 
wsieh  he  is  legally  invented.  This  is  one  of  thefe  new 
fat%!ed  doelrmes  invented  by  Wiclef,  taught  by  John 
Huis'and  by  Luther,  taught  and  reduced  to  practice  by 
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John  Knox  and  his  reforming  colleagues,  a  doctrine 
anathematifed  by  the  Council  of  Conusance,  and  by  all 
catholics  -7  condemned  by  the  apodolical  writings,  tub- 
verflve  of  order  and  fubordination,  and  deftrucUve  of 
fociety — See  Review,  p.  55. 

After  filling  forae  pages  with  garbled  extracts  from 
the  Councils  of  Lateran  and  Conusance,  which  have 
been  already  adduced  by  Pseiaologus  in  his  letters,  and 
difcufild  by  Mr.  B.  in  Ms  replies— See  Review.  The  caf- 
tigator  concludes  that  there  is  no  dependance  to  be 
placed  on  pupilh  oaths  of  allegiance,  p.  120.  This  mo* 
dell  affei  tion  he  pretends  to  mew  by  a  pall^re  from  Paf- 
cbenius,  of  whom  this  writer  knows  nothing.  Whe- 
ther the  paillige  be  genuine  or  fictitious, it  is  ufelefs  to  en- 
quire. It  contains  the  opinion  of  an  ignorant  individual, 
which  fiom  the  obicurity  of  the  aiuhor,or  the  turbulence 
of  the  times,  has  perhaps  efcaped  cenfure.  Does  this 
caftigator  know  that  catholics  do  not  permit  loquacious 
demagogues  to  fubltitute  the  ravings  of  their  imaginati- 
on to  the  fettled  doctrines  of  the  church  ?  This  is  a  pri- 
vilege which  they  have  long  fince  refigned  to  enthuhuc 
ramblers  in  the  regions  of  fancy,  which  they  now  con- 
firm to  the  caftigator,  to  Sandiman,  to  falvation  Mur- 
ray, Jemima  Wiikinfon,  and  Co. 

He  tells  us  that  Pafchenius  faid  the  papifts  were  not 
obliged  to  pay  allegiance  to  king  James  I.  beuiufe  the 
pope  had  declared  the  oath  unjuil.  If  he  had  told  us 
that  .papifts  in  England  did  not  obferve  their  oath  of 
allegiance  to  their  prince,  we  mould  conclude,,  not  that" 
the  oath  was  unjuil,  but  that  they  were  guilty  of  per- 
jury, who  tranfgreffed  it ;  however,  King  Jame*.  wha 
thought  himfeif  happy  in  efcaping  the  plots  of  reformifls 
in  Scotland, brought  nofuch  accufation  againfthh  catho- 
lic fybjecls  in  England,  After  the  pretended  Gun  Powder 
Plot,  the  machiavelian  artifice  of  which  was  foon  difco» 
vered  by  the  king,  and  is  now  well  known  to*every  man 
of  information  in  England,  inhis  proclamation  of  the  7th 
of -November,  1605,  James  fays  :  "  we  are  by  good  txfM 
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rience  fo  well  perfuaded  of  the  loyalty  of  divers  fubjecis 
of  the  Romifh  religion,  that  they  do  abhor  this 
deteftable  confpiracy  as  ourfelf ....  ."—See  Review^ 
p.  78. 

Will  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  condefcend  to  tell  us 
what  pope  declared  null  and  void  the  oath  of  allegiance, 
which  his  anceftors  had  fworn  to  Mary  their  queen, 
whofe  title  to  the  Scottifh  throne  was  never  doubted  ■? 
Were  they  papifts,  who  dethroned  her  ?  Were  they  pa- 
pifts, who  perfecuted  her  with  relentlefs  fury,  until  (he 
died  on  the  fcafFold  ?  Were  they  papifts,  who  regardlefs 
of  their  oath  of  allegiance,  and  of  every  other  tie,  even 
of  common  decency,  brought  her  grand-fon,  the  unfor- 
tunate Charles,  to  the  block?  Was  it  not  pope  Knor, 
from  whom  this  caftigator  dates  his  pedigree,  who 
taught  the  holy  duty  of  perjury  and  infurrection  in  de- 
fence of  his  new  gofpel,  though  Jefus  Chrift,  the  author 
of  the  gofpel,had  ftrictly  enjoined  obedience  to  a  heathen 
emperor,  and  his  apoftles  had  as  ftri&ly  enjoined  the 
fame  obedience  to  themoft  ferocious  of  all  heathen  princes, 
and  the  moftfuripusperfecutor  of  the  gofpel, iW??  Is  the 
man  fo  crazy  as  to  deny  what  the  world  knows  ?  With 
what  unblufliing  effrontery  then  does  he  impute  to  us  a 
doctrine,  which  we  deteft,  and  which  it  is  known  to 
the  world  that  his  anceftors  taught  and  acted  on  ? 

In  the  next  page,  after  having  compofed  a  creed  for 
us,  of  fuch  materials  as  could  have  been  gleaned,  gar- 
bled  and  fafhioned  by  lllyricus  and  his  alFociates,  the  caf- 
igator,  modeftly  enough,  fays  that  :  "  by  this  view  of 
Rornifti  principles  he  would  not  be  thought  to  charge 
the  papifts  of  Nova-Scotia  with  dilloyalty."  They  thank 
him  :  but  hold  !  They  muft  not  be  profufe  in  their  gra- 
titude :  his  confcience  is  tender,  his  charity  exceffive, 
he  corrects  the  excefs  by  a  certain  reftrictibn  :  "  but,  un* 
til  the  church  of  Rome  come  forward  collectively,  and 
abjure  her  former  opinions  [this  will  not  happen]]  their 
loyalty  is  at  war  with^the  principles  of  their  religion  [with 
the  religion  which  the  caftigator  lends  them]  and  the 
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Legiflature  can  only  condder  them  as  Samfon  at  the 
mill-ftones."  [this  caftigator  hates  perfecution].  The 
writer  begs  leave  to  inform  him  that  the  opinions  of  in- 
dividuals compofe  no  part  of  the  doctrines  of  the  church 
of  Rome  ;  that  the  doclrlne  of  that  church  is  fettled 
and  in  variably  independant  on  opinions  As  hehas  already 
given  the  anfwer  of  fix  foreign  cathJ  - :  univerfities,  in 
which  the  creed  compofed  for  our  uie  by  the  caftigator, 
and  his  friends,  and  thefe  pretendeo  R*>m*ffi  principles 
which  they  have -gbaned,  are  unequivocally  condemn-; 
ed,  the  writer  does  not  think  it  hetef&ry  to  repeat 
what  he  has  already  faid  on  the  fu.  j  iy  however,  there 
is  a  part  of  the  anfwer  erf  Alcala  fo  ftriclly.appMcable  to 
this  Edinburgh  caftigator,  that  the  writer  begs  leave  to 
infert  it. 

Anfwer  io  the  Third  Shteftion  : 

4<  So  perfuaded  is  the  univerfity  "hat  a  doctrine  which 
would  exempt  catholics  from  keeping  faith  with  here- 
tics, or  other  perfons,  diffenting  from  them  in  religious 
matters, fo  far  from  being  an  article  of  the  catholic  faith, 
is  entirely  repugnant  to  its  tenets,  that  (he  could  nor. 
have  believed  it  poflibje  there  fhould  exift  any  perfons, 
who  would  dare  to  impute  to  catholics  any  thing  fo  ini- 
quitous, had  fhe  not  learned  from  the  facred  fcriptures, 
that  the  fame  Phsrifees,  who  had  heard  the  Lord  openly 
commanding  to  give  to  "  Cafar  the  things  that  are 
Ccefar's,"  afterwards  laid  this  very  crime  to  his  charge  : 
w.  we  have  found  this  man  perverting  our  nation,  and  forbid- 
ding to  give  tribute  to  Cafar  j"  but  the  Devil,  who  moved 
their  tongues  to  utter  fuch  falfehoods,  has  never  deftft- 
ed  from  perverting  others  in  like  manner 

What  if  the  univerfity  had  heard  this  Edinburgh  caf- 
tigator inflated  with  pious  zeal,  emitting  from  his  hal- 
lowed throat  this  oracle  :  "  the  Romifh  church  opens  the 
gates  of  Heaven  to  thieves,  robbers ,  murderers,  and  /inner s  of 
all  defer ipt tons,  who  would  only  embrue  their  hands  in  the 
blood  of  a  heretic" 'p.  114  ?  They  would  have  faid  that 
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the  maniac  had  fuperfeded  the  Pyihenija*  of  Delphos% 
and  was  agitated  by  the  fame  fpirit.  The  writer  howe- 
ver diffents  *•  he  does  not  even  think  him  a  fortune-teller, 
though  he  acknowledges  his  great  powers  of  divination  y 
thanks  to  that  fpirit,  which,  aflifts  him,  whether  it  be 
the  fpirit  of  the  delphic  Pythoniffa,  of  the  witch^of  En- 
dor,  or  of  Saul,  he  leaves  that  to  the  univerfity  to  de- 
cide . 

In  Catholic  States,  thieves*  robbers  and  murderers  are 
difmiffed  from  their  labours  in  this  life,  as  in  England^ 
by  the  iiniiher  of  the  law. 

Fie  would  advife  the  caftigator  to  read  fome  treatife 
on  morality,  though  it  were  but  a  paraphrafe  on  the  al- 
toran.  He  may  perchance  learn  a  truth  of  which  he 
feerns  extremely  ignorant,  that  is,  atrocious  facts  are 
not  proved  by  bold  affercions,  with  their  ufual  accom- 
paniments, petulance  and  effrontery.  Thefeonly  expofe 
the  weaknefs  of  the  head,  or  the  malignity  of  the  heart, 
which  are  not  unfrequendy  combined. 

This  caftigator  expreiTes  great  indignation  at  Mr.  B's 
want  of  candour,in  refufmg  to  acknowledge  that  tobreak 
faith  with  heretics  has  been  a  longtime  a  maxim  be- 
lieved and  pracYifed  by  the  church  of  Rome.  It  feems 
Mr.  B»  inftructing  the  catholic  mifiionaries  of  Nova- 
Scotia,  did  not  think  proper  to  adopt  this  new  modelled 
doctrine,  compofed  by  the  caftigator  and  co.  for  their 
ufe.  Fie  even  condemned  it  exprefsly,  as  a  doctrine 
which  no  man  of  common  fenfe,  or  common  honefty, 
ever  believed.  It  was  cruel  in  him  to  deprive  the  caf- 
tigator of  a  favorite  topic,  on  which  be  might  exercife 
his  talent  of  railing  againft  the  perfidy  of  papifts.  Fie 
complains  that  the  phrafe  which  Mr.  B.  ignorantly  or 
cunningly  produces  does  not  exhibit  the  doctrine  of  the 
church  of  Rome  in  its  true  colours.    He  muftahe  fays, 

be 

:-iOTE  OF  THE  EDITOR.. 

*  %he  PythonifEi  was  the  prieftefs  of  Apollo,  who  pfopheiied  in  the  tem- 
ple at  Ddpho3  :  to  deliver  her  oracles,  Pne  placed  herfelf'on  a  (tool,  co- 
vcred  v/.fh  the  {kin  of  the  ferpeftt  Pythos,  worked  herTeil  into  a  fort  of 
frenzy,  ipok.  ia  ftirlil  and  broken  founds,  will:  horrible  convu'fioijs. 
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be  an  ignorant  prieft,  who  does  not  know  that  the 
phrafe  ufed  by  the  church  is  not  :  "  non  eft  habenda 
fides/'  but  "  non  eft  fervanda  fides  hereticis."  It  Teems 
Mr.  B.  did  not  know  it.  f^e  had  not  the  good  fortune 
to  confult  the  caftigator's  repertory,  or  his  fpirit  of  di- 
vination. He  may  think  Mr.  B's.  ignorance  excufable, 
when  he  finds  that  not  one  catholic  univerfity  in  Europe 
knew  it,  rhe  writer  rnoft  certainly  does  not  know  it,  and 
after  the  folernn  declaration  of  the  univerftties  of  Paris, 
j,  of  Dovay,  of  Louvain,  of  A Icala,  Salamanca  and  Valladoiid, 
which  this  caftigator  might  have  feen  in  the  work 
winch  he  pretends  to  refute,  that  no  fuch  doctrine  is  or 
ever  Was  taught  in  the  church,  he  muft  fay  that  to  im- 
pute fuch  a  doctrine  to  the  church  is  not  the  effect  of 
fheer  ignorance,  but  impudent  impofture. 

He  cites  an  epiftle  of  Martin  V.  to  the  duke  of  Lithu- 
ania, faying  :  tiat  he  fins  mortally  if  he  keeps  faith 
with  heretics.  The  original  perhaps  may  be  found  in 
Edinburgh,  it  is  not  amongft  that  pontiff's  authentic  pa- 
pers. If  it  had  been  authentic,  of  which  there  is  no  ap- 
pearance, it  would  only  {hew  that  the  pope  in  a  private 
letter,  like  other  politicians,  obferved  a  maxim,  which 
in  his  ofHcial  capacity,  as  Head  of  the  Church,  he  had 
,  folemnly  condemned.  In  his  Bull,  approved  by  the 
Council  of  Conftance,  we  find  this  queftion  propofed 
to  perfons  fufpecled  of  herefy  :  "  whether  he  does 
not  think  that  alL  willful  perjury  committed  upon  any 
occafion  whatfoeyer,  for  the  prefervation  of  one's  life, 
or  another  man's,  or  even  for  the  fake  of  faith,  be  a 
mortal  fin." — See  Review,  p.  69. 

If  the  paffages,  which  he  cites  from  two  or  three  ob* 
fcure  authors,  be  genuine,  which  this  writer  doubts  very 
much,  he  has  only  to  remark  that  fuch  works  if  known 
to  the  proper  judges  would  be  condemned,  and  the 
authors  obliged  to  retracl,  or  be  retrenched  from  the 
catholic  communion.  If  he  be  diligent  in  his  refearch- 
es  he  may  find  amongft  proportions  extracted  from  the 
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Works  of  catholic  writers,  and  juridically  condemned, 
materials  to  form  as  great  a  variety  of  creeds  as  are  to 
be  found  arnongfl:  all  the  difcordant  religious  focieties  of 
the  United  Kingdom,  Quefnel  alone  will  furnifh  him 
with  one  hundred,  in  which  there  is  juftas  much  truth 
as  in  this  caftigator's  invectives. 

In  vindication  of  thefe  authors,  whom  die  writer  does 
not  know,  and  of  whom  in  all  appearance  this  Edin- 
burgh cafligator  knows  as  little,  it  mult  be  faid  that  a 
man,  who  with  unblufhing confidence  and  a  fteeled  con- 
fcience,  falfifies  the  feriptures,  fubfti  curing  eidolon  to  eikon% 
that  is,  idol  to  image,  a  man,  who  notoribufly  garbles  the 
works  of  the  Fathers  which  are  to  be  found  in  all  li- 
braries, has  not  been  fcrupuloufly  fparing  of  works  of 
fuch  obfcurity,  as  to  make  it  doubtful  if  they  exift  at  all. 

The  reader  is  informed  that  the  anfwers  of  the  uni- 
versities were  given  at  the  defire  of  that  great  States- 
man Mr.  Pitt,  and  are  cited  in  the  Hiftory  of  the  Penal 
Laws,  by  Henry  Parnell,  Efq.  p*  148  . .  .  .  and  in  the  ap- 
pendix to  Sir  J.  C.  Hippilley's  Obfervations,  p.  76,  both 
Members  of  the  Imperial  Parliament. 

To  the  declaration  of  the  univerlities  the  writer  fub- 
joins  a  declaration  of  greater  weight  if  poffible,  that  is, 
the  declaration  of  Pius  VI.  of  venerable  memory,  in  a 
Letter  to  the  Roman  Catholic  Biihops  of  Ireland.— The 
Letter  Hip,  p.  yn* 

^  The  Roman  Catholic  Archbifhops  of  Ireland,  at 
their  meeting  in  Dublin,  in  1791*  addreffed  a  letter  to 
the  Pope,  wherein  they  defcribed  the  mifreprefenta- 
tions  that  had  been  recently  published  of  their  confe- 
cration  oath,  and  the  great  injury  to  the  Catholic  body, 
arifing  from  them  ...... 

<c  After  due  deliberation  at  Rome,  the  Congregation  of 
Cardinals  appointed  to  fuperintend  the  ecclefiaftical  af- 
fairs of  thefe  kingdoms,  returned  an  anfwer  (of  which 
the  following  is  an  extract)  by  the  authority  and  com- 
mand of  his  Iiolinefs  : 

"  Moft 
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**  Moft  Vluflrious  and  moft  Reverend  lords,  and 
"  Brothers*, 

"  We  perceive  from  your  lite  letter,  the  great  tinea* 
finefs  yriti  labour  under  fmce  the  publication  of  a  panv 
jphlet,  entitled,  The  prefent  ftate  of  the  Church  of  Ireland, 
— from  which  our  detractors  have  taken  occlfiori  to  re* 
new  the  old  calumny  againft  the  Catholic  Religion  with 
increafed  acrimony  ;  namely,  that  this  religion  is  by  no 
fneans  compatible  tilth  thefafety  of  kings  and  republics  ;  be- 
caufe,  as  they  fay,  the  Roman  Pontiff  being  the  father  and 
mafler  of  alt  Catholics,  and  invtfted  with  fitch  great  authority, 
that  he  can  fr  ee  the  fubj eels  of  ot^cr  kingdoms  f  rom  their  fidt* 
lity  and  oaths  ef  allegiance  to  kings  and  princes  j  he  has  it 
in  his  power,  they  contend,  to  caufe  dift  urbances  and 
injure  the  public  trariqaiiity  of  king  loms,  with  eafe. 
We  wonder  that  you  could  be  uneafy  at  thefe  com- 
plaints, efpecially  after  your  moft  excellent  brother  and 
apoftolical  fellow-labourer,  the  Archbiftioj*  of  Cafliel  t* 
and  other  ftrenuous  defenders  of  the  rights  of  the  Holy 
See,  had  evidently  refuted*  arid  explained  away  thefe 
flanderous  reproaches,  in  their  celebrated  writings."— Irt 
this  controverfy  a  mofi  accurate  difcrimination  mould 
be  made  between  the  genuine  rights  of  the  Apoftolical 
See,  and  th  fe  that  arc  imputed  to  it  by  innovators  of 
this  age  for  the  purpofe  of  calumniating  The  See  of  Rome 
never  taught,  that  faith  is  not  to  be  kept  with  the  heterodox  .— 
that  an  oath  to  kings  feparated  from  the  Catholic  Communion? 
can  be  violated : — that  it  is  lawful  for  the  Bijhop  of  Rome  to 
invade  their  temporal  rights  and  dominions.  We  too  confider 
an  attempt  or  deftgn  againft  the  life  of  Kings  and  Prince* 
even  under  the  pretext  of  religion,  as  an  horrid  and  de- 
testable CRIME." 

"  His  Hoiinefs,  Fius  VI.  has  not,  however,  disregarded 
\&:£>: ; ' ■■• ?  . "  ;  ■  '        '•  " .  ;  -  •  .'  '  <  your 

*  The. original  Latin  will  be  found  In  oppo&e  columns  in  Br.  Tray's 
Pafforal  inftruflion,  i793.*-(CoghIan>  Duke-ttreet) 
f  Dr.  James  Butler 
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your  requefis;and  therefore,in  order  to  efTe&ually  removt 
every 'occafion  of  ca  vil  arid  calumny,  which,  as  you  write, 
£>me  borrow  from  the  words  in  the  form  of  oath  of  obe- 
dience to  the  Apoftolical  See,  that  Bi (hops  are  required 
to  take  at  their  confecration. — 1 will profecute*  and  oppofe 
heretics^  &c.  to  the  utmoft  of  my  power  y  which  words  arc 
tn'alicioufly  interpreted  as  the  fignal  of'war  againit  here- 
tics, authorifing  perfecution  and  affault  againft  them,  as 
enemies  ;  whereas  the  purfuit  and  opposition  to  here* 
tics,  which  tht  Bifhops  undertake,  are  to  be  underftood 
sis' referring  to  their  folic! tude  and  efforts  in  convincing 
heretics  of  their  errors,  and  procuring  their  reconcilia- 
tion with  the  Catholic  Church  :  his  Holinefs  has  graci- 
oufly  condescended  to  fubilitute  in  place  of  the  ancient 
form  of  oath,  that  one  which  was  pubiicly  repeated  by 
the  Archbilhop  of  Mohilow,  to  the  great  latisfacYion  of 
all  the  Court  of  Pefcerfburgh,  in  prefence  of  the  Em- 
prefs ;  and  which  we  tranfmit  to  you  in  this  letter. 

"  In  reality,  who  is  there  that  does  not  know  what 
the  Roman  Church,  the  mother  and  miftrefs  of  all 
others,  preaches,  teaches,  and  commands,  on  the  duty 
of  obedience  from  fubjecls  to  earthly  powers  ? 

**  At  the  very  commencement  of  the  yet  infant 
Church,  bleffed  Peter,  Prince  of  the  Apoftles,  inflruct- 
ing  the  faithful,  exhorted  them  in  thefe  words  : — Be  ye 
fubjeel  to  every  human  treature  for  God's  fake,  whether  it  he 
to  the  king  as  excelling*  or  to  governors  as  fent  by  bim,  for  the 
punifhment  of  evildoers,  and  fir  the  pralfe  of  th<:  good  ;  for 
fo  is  the  will  of  God^  that  by  doing  well  you  may  filence  the 
ignorance  of  foolifh  men.  The  Catholic  Church  being  di- 
rected by  thefe  precepts,  the  rncft  renowned  champions 

of 

*No  one  word  in  the  Englifli  language  correfponds  exa&ly  with  pEa- 

SEQUAfW^s  uferi  here.  A b'tradtedly  if  certainly  cannot  be  confidejed  as 
fign 'tying  p^rsecutiok.  To  m  ike  it  bear  th;s  conuVu&ion,  it  mult  be 
united  with  fome'werd  ofhottiie  meaning,  as  Perfequi  bello*  gladio,  &c» 
—  one  mav  even  fey  pzrfequ''.  benefit 10  : — at  any  rafe  it  isjuftto  admit  that 
conduction  which  the  See  of  Rome  itfeir  mow  gives  it — it  matters  not" 
v,  hciher  it  were  ever  differently  conftrued.  (Vide  Ah/worth's  DiSionary.) 


of  the  Chriftian  name  replied  to  the  Gentiles  when  rag* 
ing  againft  them,  as  enemies,  of  the  empire,  with  furi- 
ous hatred  ;  we  are  conft  a  ntly  prayings  (Tertullian  in  Apo«i 
loget.  chap,  xxx.)  that  all  the  emperors  may  enjoy  long  life ^ 
quiet  government,  a  loyal  houlehold,  a  brave  armyt  a  faithful 
Jenate,  an  honefl  people [and genera!  tranquility:  The  Bifhops 
qf  Rome,  fucceflors  of  peter,  have  not  ceafed  to  inculcate 
this  doctrine,  efpecially  to  mifljonaries,  left  any  ill-will 
Ihould  be  excited  againft  the  pr<  feffors  of  the.  catholic 
faith,  in  the  minds  of  thofe  who  are  enemies,  of  the  Chrii- 
tian  name.  We  pafs  over  the  illuftrious  proofs  of  this 
fact  preferved  in  the  records  of  ancient  Roman  Pontiffs  ; 
qf  which  yourfelves  are  not  ignorant.  We  think  proper, 
notwithftjndin<*,  to  remind  you  of  a.  late  admonition  of 
the  mod  wife  Pope  Benedict  XIV.  who  in  his  regulations, 
for  the  Englifh  mifiions,  which  are  likewife  applicable 
to  you,  (peaks  thus  : — The  Vicars  Apoftolic  ane  to  take  di* 
,  ligent  care  that  the  mijjlonaries  behave  on  all  occnfions  with 
integrity  and  decorum,  and  thus  become  good  models  to 
oth^r*  ;  and  parti vularly  that  they  be  always  ready  t>  cele- 
brate the  facred  office?,  to  communicate  proper  irft rutt 'ions  to 
the  people \  and  to  comfort  the  fnh  wi'h  th air  affiftance  \  > 
that  they  by, ad  means  ^voiu  public  a/fmb/us  of  i  de  men^ 
a,nd  taverns.  .'.'«,  1-be  Vicars  tbtmfthes  ere  pay  Hex* 
lary  ch  irged  to  punifb  infa  h  manmr  as  they  c  ^n,  but  Je~ , 
verely  all  thofe  who  do  nut  /peak  of  the  public  government 
with  refpccl." 

u  England  herfelf  can  witnefs  the  deep-rqo  ed  im- 
preftkms  fuch  admonitions  have  made  on  the  minds  of 
Catholics..  It  is  well  known-  that  in  the  late  war,  which 
had  extended  to  the  greater  part  of  America,  when 
rnoft  flourifliing  provinces,  inhabited,  aimoft  by  perfons. 
feparated  from  the  Catholic  Church,  had  renounced  the 
government  of  the  King  of  Great-Britain  ;  the;  province 
of  Canada  alone,  filled  as  it  is  almoft  with  innumerable 
Catholics,  although  artfully  tempted,  and  not  ye$  for- 
getful of  the  old  French  government,  remained  mcr. 
faithfal  in  its  allegiance  to  England.  Do  you,  moil  ex- 
cellent Prelates,  converfe  frequently  on  thefc  principles : 

often 


often  remind  your  fuffragan  Prelates  of  them, :  when 
preaching  to  your  poeple,  exhort  them  again  and  again, 
to  honour  all  ment  tq  love  the  brother  hoo4t  to  fear  God, 
$o  honour  the  king. 

"  Thofc  duties  of  a  Ch/iftian  are  to  be  cheriftied  in 
every  kingdom  and  ftate,  but  particularly  in  your  own 
of  Great-Britain  and  Ireland,  where,  frpm  the  benevo- 
lence of  a  mod  wife  King,  and  other  molt  excellent 
rulers  of  thofc  kingdoms  towards  Catholics,  no  cruel 
apd  grievous  burden  is  impofed  :  and  Catholics  them- 
felves  experience  a  mild  and  gentle  government.  If  you 
purfue  this  line  of  conduct  iinatiimoufly  ;  if  you  acl:  in, 
the  fpirit  ofcharity  \  if,  while  you  direct  the  people  of  the 
Lord  you  have  nothing  in  view  but  the  falvation  of  fouls, 
adverfaries  will  he  afhamed  (we  repeat  it)  to  caluminate* 
and  will  freely  acknowledge  that  the  Catholic  Faith  is  of  hea* 
venly  defcent,  and  calculated  not  only  to  procure  a  ble£ 
fed  life,  but  likewife,  as  St.  Auguftin  oferves  in  his  138th 
letter,  addreff-d  to  Marcellinus,  to  promote  tjie  mpft  laft. 
ing  peace  of  this  earthly  city,  inafmuch  as  it  is  the  fafeft 
prop  and  (hield  of  kingdoms.  Let  tboje  who  Jay  (the 
words  are  thofe  of  the  holy  Doctor;  that  the  doclnnetf 
Chrift  is  bpftile  to  the  Republic^  produce  an  army  of  Juch 
Joldier s  as.  the  doftrine  of  Chrift  has  r  quired  ;  let  them 
furnijh  fuch  inhabitants  of  provinces,  Juch  bujbands*  Juch 
wives,  Juch  parents*  Juch  children, Juch  ma/ten,  Juch  Jer* 
van ts,  Juch  kings,  Juch ju  get,  finally  Jucb  payers  of  debts 
and  collectors  of  the  revenue*  as  the  duftvine  of  Chid  en- 
joins and  then  they  may  dare  to  afjert  that  it  is  inimical  to 
the  republic:  rather  let  them  not  hefitate  to  acknowledge^ 
that  it  isy  when  pratfifed,  of  great  advantage  to  the  republic. 
The  fame  holy  Do&or,  and  all  the  other  Fathers  of  the 
Church,  with  one  voice,  moft  clearly  demonftrate  by 
invincible  arguments,  that  the  whole  of  this  falutary 
dodrine  cannot  exift  with  permanent  confiftency  and 
ftibility  ;  or  flourilh  except  in  the  catholic  fociety  j 
which  isfpread  and  prefer ved  .ill  over  the  world  by  com- 
rili-iuon  with  the  See  of  Rome  as  afacrcd  bond  of  union, 
c/^nely  connecting  both.    From  our  very  high  efteem 
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and  affe&ion  for  you,  we  earneiHy  wtth.  that  the  great 
God  niav  very  long  preferve  you  fafe.  Farewell. 
Rome,  23  'June.  179  c 

As  your  Lordfhip's  moft  affectionate  brother, 

L.  Cardinal  Antonelh.  Prefect. 
A.  Archeisho?  of  Ad*.n,  Secretary/* 

Sir  J.  C  EiwisLzr's  Remark.  I 

"  I  have  here  recited  an  extract  of  conflderable  leng*hr 
from  this  document,  becaufe  the  Honourable  Member 
has  himiclf  alluded  to  a  part  of  it,  where  he  obferves  an 
alteration  of  the  Pontifical  Oath  made  at  the  inftance 
of  the  Emprefs  of  Ruflia.  I  could  wifh  a  reference  may 
be  made  to  the  original  Latin,  which  wilj  be  found  in 
Dr.  Troy's  wo»k  ;  fro 2;  which  th  s  tra.  fl aim  is  alfo 
fele&ed  —  The  Pontifical  Rcfcripc  for  the  alteration  of 
the  Pontifical  Oath  to  be  taken  by  the  Info  Cathoiic 
Prelates  is  as  follow*,  im- 

<c  FROM  AN  AUDIFKCF.  HAD  OF  KIS  HOLINESS  ON  TLJE 
9TU  DAY  OF  JUNli,  179'* 

"  The  Archbifhops  metropolitans  of  the  kingdom  of 
Ireland  reprefsnted  to  his  Holinefs,  that  from  the  igno- 
rance or  malice  of  fome  perfons,  certain  expreffions  in 
the  form  of  the  Qath,  prescribed  by  the  Roman  Ritual 
to  be  taken  by  Bilh>ps  at  their  confecration,  and  by 
Archbifhops  on  receiving  the  Pall,  have  been  mifrepre- 
fented  ;  which  has  added  new  perplexities  to  thole 
which  they  daily  experience  in  a  kingdom  where  the 
catholic  faith  is  not  the  religion  of  the  ftate  :  wherefore 
they  humbly  requeued,  if  it  Ihould  appear  expedient  to 
his  HoIinefs,that  he  Would  vouchfafe  to  apply  a  remedy  by 
fomeacl  of  his  apoftolic/al  vigilance.  His  Holinefs,  on  this 
report  being  made  tp  him  by  me  the  underwritten,  all  cir- 
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cumftances  of  the  cafe  maturely  confidered,  was  graciouC* 
ly  pleafed  to  grant,  that  the  Bilhops  of  the  kingdom  of 
Ireland,  at  their  confecration,  and  the  Archbifhops  on 
receiving  the  Pall,  may  ufe  the  fame  form  of  oath,  which 
was  taken  by  the  Archbifhop  of  Mohilow*,  in  the  empire . 
of  the  Mufcovites,  by  permifB'jn  of  his  faid  Holinefs, 
and  which  is  as  follows  «■ 

I  iV.  N  &c.  (as  in  the  Roman  Pontifical  to  the  claufe — & 
All  Heretics,  Schifmatics,  and  Rebels,  cgainft  our  /aid 
Lord>  and  his  fucce/fo  s  afortfiid,  I  will  to  the  utmojf  of' 
my  power  ^  prof ecute  and  oppnfe\-  which  is  entirely  omit- 
ted :)  afterwards  the  words  —the  Cardinal  Prefecl  of  the  Sacred 
Congregation  for  propagating  the  Faith,  are  fubftituted  inft  ead 
of  the  Cardinal  proponent  in  the  Congregation  of  the  Sacred 
Council.  The  form  concludes  with  thefe  words  :  Lwill 
objerve  all  and  everyone  cf  thefe  thing*  the  more  inviolably, 
#5  I  am  firmly  convinced  thai  there  is  nothing  contained  in 
them,  which  can  be  contrary  to  the  file  ity  I  owe,  to.  the, 
moft  ferene  Kin?  of  Great  -  Britain  and  Lehnd,  and  to  his 
Jucceffors  to  the  thront.  So  help  me  God  and,  theje  hcly 
Go/pels  o  ?  God.  Thus  I  prom  if  e,  and  engage. 
Dated  at  Rome,  in  the  houie  of  the  faid  Sacred  Gongre^ 
gation  the  23d  Day  of  June,  1791. 

L.  Cardinal  Antonelli,  Prefect, 
A.  Archbishop  Adanen,  Secretary/* 

Sir  J.  C  Ihppisinrh  Remark* 

The  learned  Member  will  obferve  that  his  conuVucM* 
on  of  the  words  "  Hoereticos  persequaretmpiignabo"\%, 
very  widely  at  variance  with  that  which  is  inculcated  by 
Rome  herfelf.— r-l  fhouid  not  have  been  fatisfted  that 
the  popular  fenfe  imputed  to  thofe  words,  was  difclaim- 
ed  by  the  Catholics  of  this  kingdom,  if  the  See  of  Rome 
had  held  the  contrary;  but  I.  muftown.  that  Lam,  in 

this. 

*  Mohilov/  was  erefted  into  an  archbifhopric,  with  a  chapter,  by  the 
Pope  Pius  VI.  The  firft  Archbifhop  Stav't/laus  Shflrzenceive%,  was  ap« 
pointed  in  a  confiftory  at  Rom?,  zv{\  December,  1 7 83,  and  is  (till  living. 

\  Bifhop  of  Coyne's  tranflation. 
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tins  inftance,  perfectly  fatisfied  with  the  declaration  of 
Rome  itfelf,  as  I  read  it,  thus  folemnly  made,  and  as  I 
know  from  the  mod  authentic  collateral  authorities, 
that  notwithstanding  the  perfecuting  fpirit  avowed  by 
fome  individual  writers,  and  manifefted  alfo  by  fome  in- 
dividual Pontiffs,  that  fuch  a  fpirit  is  not  confident 
with  the  recognifed  doctrines  of  the  See  of  Rome." 

Though  all  fuppolltions  againft  the  declarations  of  the 
Roman  Pontiff  and  the  catholic  univerfities  are  vain,  the 
writer  offers  an  argument  of  more  impofing  authority, 
capable  of  reducing  to  (ilence,  a  man  fleeted  againft  con- 
viction, if  deep  rooted  prejudice,  combiued  with  intereft, 
could  be  iilent,  that  is,  the  Catholics  of  the  United  King- 
dom,  rather  than  take  an  oath,  inconfiftent  with  the 
principles  which  they  profefs,  have  during  the  fpace  of 
one  hundred  years  fubmitted  to  all  thepenalties  and  disa- 
bilities of  a  fyftem  of  penal  laws,  the  moft  infulting  and 
oppreffive  that  human  imagination  has  yet  fuggefted  ; 
laws,  which  that  celebrated  Statefman  Edmund  Burke 
called  ferocious  ;  laws  of  which  the  Catholics  of  Ireland  in 
their  petition  to  Parliament  for  a  mitigation  fay  :  "  for 
near  one  hundred  years  we,  our  fathers  and  grand* 
fathers  have  groaned  under  a  code  of  laws  (in  fome  parts 
already  purged  from  the  Matures)  the  like  of  which, 
no  age,  no  nation,  no  climate  ever  faw."-*-See  Parnell, 

In  the  fame  petition  they  fay  :  "  with  regard  to  our 
civil  principles,  we  are  unalterably,  deeply  and  zsalouf- 
ly,  attached  to  his  Majefty's  perfon  and  government 
with  regard  to  the  conftitution  of  the  Church,  we  are, 
indeed,  inviolably  attached  to  our  own,  firft,  becauie 
we  believe  it  to  be  true  ;  and  next  becau&,  beyond  be- 
lief, we  know  that  its  principles  are  calculated  to  make 
us,  and  have  made  us,  good  men  and  good  citizens"— 
ibidem* 

Never  was  teflimony  more  public,  more  authentic, 
more  honorable !  The  teftimony  of  four  millions !  The 
teftimony  of  men  incapable  of  comprcmifing  with  con- 
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fcience !  The  teftimony  of  rrien,  who  knew  the  princi* 
pies  of  their  religion,  who  believed  them  true,  and  who 
beyond  belief,  knew  them  to  be  found  and  good  1  If 
they  had  been  as  ondefcending  as  Charas,  whofe  com- 
pla*fa  ce  in  profeffiag  a  faith,  which  he  did  not  believe 
true,  in  compliance  with  the  injunctions  of  the  Inquifi- 
tion,  this  caftigator  laments  they  would,  like  him,  have 
fiienced  confciende,  and  by  an  oath  have  freed  themfelves 
from  all  difabilities.  It  is  therefore  manifeft  as  the 
fun  at  mid-day  that  what  they  difclaim  they  do  not 
believe. 

Before  the  writer  proceeds  to  difcuA  the  Edinburgh 
caftigator's  efforts  to  perplex  the  trut  h  of  the  perpetual 
vifibi;ity  of  Chnft's  church,  and  his  artful  endeavours 
to  involve  in  obfourity  a  truth,  which  extorts  the  affent 
of  the  unbi  iffed  underftanding,  he  finds  it  heceflary  to 
inform  the  unprejudiced  reader  that  there  is  no  article 
of  doctrine,  fo  univerfally  rnifunderftood  by  diffcriters 
of  different  defcriptions  as  the  pope's  prim  icy*  or  fu pre- 
macy  as  it  is  called.  It  is  almoil  invariably  mifrepre* 
fented,  fome  through  ignorance,  others  through  artifice, 
many  through  a  deeply  rooted  prejudice,  which  affumes 
the  appearance,  if  not  the  reality  of  the  tnoft  virulent 
rancour,  tlate  it  entirely  different  from  what  it  is  in  re- 
ality, they  perfuade  themfelves  that  this  hideous  form, 
which  it  takes  in  their  cancered  imagination,  is  fome- 
thing  real  ;  hence  thefe  furious  dectinrations  and  fenfelefs 
invectives-  a  gain  ft  all  popes  indifcrirninately.  If  in  the 
annals  of  ages  it  appears,  that  at  any  time,  or  in  any 
country,  the  pope's  injunctions  were  not  implicitly  obey- 
ed, though  in  a  thoufan  i  inftances  it  appears  that  his 
primacy  was  univerfally  acknowledged,  this  fjlitary  in- 
fiance  of  non  compliance  is  feized  with  avidity,  as  if  fuf- 
ficient  to  confound  a  truth,  which  the  hiftory  of  all 
Churches,  and  the  unanimous  content  of  Chriftians  at- 
teft.  If  thefe  men  would  ftlence  prejudice,  and  on  a 
fubject  fo  interefting  to  the  peace  of  the  Chriftian 
Church,  taking  reafon  for  their  guide,  coniult  hiltory 
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Withaview  to  truth,they  would  find  this  noncompliance 
with  the  pope's  injunctions,  did  not  proceed  from  any 
oppoflrion  to  his  primacy,  of  which  there  was  not  the 
ihadow  of  a  doubt*  but  from  an  idea  of  his  interference 
on  that  particular  oceafidn  being  an  infringement  of  the 
rights  of  patriarchs,  of  metropolitans,  or  national  fy~ 
nods,  which  were  fecured  to  them  by  ecclcfiaftical  rules 
and  canons,  thefe  rights  the  popes  themfelvcs  poffeffed 
and  exercifed  within  certain  limits  ;  6ut  if  on  any  oc- 
cafion  they  extended  thefe  rights  beyond  their  limits 
they  were  fure  of  meeting  oppofition  ;  hence  we  find 
that  Cyprian  confidering  the  queftion  of  rebaptifation  as 
a  matter  of  ecclefiafticai  difcipline*  over  which  the  Afri- 
can prelates  in  their  national  fynods  exercifed  an  uncon- 
trouled  jurifdi&ion,  refufed  to  accede  to  Stephen's  deci- 
fion,  and  refifted  even  his  threat?,  becaufe  he  thought  it 
an  encroachment  on  the  rights  of  the  national  church  of 
Africa,  though  no  man  had  a  more  profound  refpeclfor 
the  Apoftolicil  Sec  of  Rome,  as  every  man  muftfee  who 
reads  his  works.  He  calls  it  the  See  of  Peter,  the  principal 
Church ,  the  Jeurce  of  Jacerd^tal  unity \  &c.  In  like  manner 
the  Afijtic  bifhops,  with  Polycrates,  of  Ephefus,  at  their 
head,confideringthecelebrationof  Eafter onany  particular 
day,asa  matter  of  mere  ecclefiafticai  discipline,  within  the 
jurifdiction  of  their  national  fynod,  notwithftanding  the 
remonftrances  of  pope  Victor,  and  his  threats  of  ex- 
communication for  difobedience,  per  lifted  in  celebrating 
the  Eafter  on  the  14th  day  of  the  moon  with  the  jews, 
yet  that  thefe  prelates  never  doubted  the  primacy  of  the 
pope  is  clear  from  the  letter  written  by  Polycrates  in 
their  name  and  addreffed  to  that  pontiff.  44  We  celebrate 
the  Eafter  inviolably," fays  Polycrates,"  without  adding  or 
diminifhing;J,he  then  enumerates  many  holy bifhops  and 
martyrs  who  celebrated  the  Eafter  in  the  fame  manner, 
amongft  them  he  names  St.  John,  the  evangelift,  znd 
St.  Philip,  an  apoftle,  wkh  his  two  daughters  touris,  or,  ks 
he  calls  them,  virgins,  [it  feems  this  nonfeniical  inllitud - 
on,  which  the  caftigator  hates>  was  autharifeB  by  the 
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apoftles]  following  their  example  he  was  not  alarmed  at 
the  pope's  menace  :  fc4  for  me,"  fays  he,  "  who  have 
lived  fixcy-five  years  in  the  Lord,  who  have  communi- 
cated with  all  the  brethren  in  the  world,  who  have  read 
the  whole  fcripture,  I  am  not  troubled  at  what  is  pro- 
pofed  10  terrify  us  •  I  know  that  they,  who  were  greater 
than  I,  falci  it  is  more  neceffary  to  obey  God  than  men." 
"  I  might/'  continues  Polycrates,  "  name  the  bifhops 
who  are  prefent,  whom  I  affernbled  at  your  requeft,  if 
I  named  them  you  would  fee  their  great  multitude,  and 
knowing  my  Httlenefs  they  have  all  notwithftandinpj 
approved'  my  letter/'— Euf.  L.  v,  cap..  24.  Is  not  this 
the  language  of  a.  man,  who  writes  to  his  fuperior  ? 
Who  affigns  the  reafons  why  he  does  not  comply  with  his 
injunctions  ?  It  is  remarkable  that,  in  thefe  difputes, 
Stephen  and  Victor  were  correct,  and  their  decifions  were 
founded  ;  Cyprian  and.  Polycrates  were  deceived,  and 
their  oppofition  productive  of  bad  consequences,  as  is  in- 
variably the  cafe  when  lawful  authority  is  refilled. 

The  declaration  of  the  French  Clergy  affords  irrefifti- 
ble  evidence  that  oppofition  to  the  pope's  interference  on 
certain  occafions  may  be  without  prejudice  of  his  Supre- 
macy. In  the  third  article  of  that  declaration  they  fay  : 
*  the  exercife  of  the  Ecdeftafiieal  Power  is  to  be  regulated  by 
the  canons."  Thefe  articles  have  been  ftrenuoufly  fup- 
ported  by  Boffuet  in  his  defence  of  the  declaration  of  the 
French  Clergy  ;  yet  no  man  ever  fufpected  Boffuet  of 
being  difaftecled  to  the  papal  fupremacy  in  its  true  fenfe : 
few  men  have  demon fl rated  witrfmore  force  or  efiicacy 
the  divine  original  of  this  fupremacy,  and  its  indiipenfa- 
ble  neceffity  for  the  fupport  of  order,  unanimity  and  uni- 
on in  the  Chrifiian  church,  It  is  almoft  an  intuitive 
truth  that  wirhouc  ariejuperrn  ten  ding  power  there  can 
be  no  union  or  unanimity  :  if  bifhops  were  ail  indepen- 
dent we  fhould  have  as  many  feels  and  fchifms  as  there 
are  biihops  of  discordant  views ;  a<»d  the  Chriftian 
church  would  referable  thofe  jarring  feels,  which  are  di- 
vided and  fubdivided  into  as  many  feparate  focieties  as 
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there  are  leaders,  who  lend  their  opinion?,  and  form 
parties,  there  being  no  general  fuperintendant,  in  whom 
the  authority  of  the  whole  is  concentrated,  and  who  in 
the  exercife  of  that  authority,  to  filence  clamours,  to 
prevent  diffentions.  and  difputes,  and  to  confine  the 
reftiefs  and  turbulent  within  due  bounds,  is  fupported 
by  the  whole.  This  is  a  truth  fo  irrefutable  that  the 
moft  learned  proteftanrs  admit  it.  Melancthon,  who 
firft  affumed  the  name,  in  his  anfwer  to  Billicanius  fays  : 
4i  we  agree  that  the  government  of  bifhops  in  different 
churches  and  the  Prefidency  of  the  Bijhopof  Rome  over 
them  is  a  legal  form  :  for  the  pope's  fupremacy  would 
tend  much  to  preserve  amongft  different  nations  the 
unity  of  doctrine,  Co  that  were  other  points  agreed  on 
the  popes  fupremacy  might  be  eafily  allowed."  And, 
Grotius,  a  man  celebrated  in  the  republic  of  letters,  in 
his  difcufiion  of  Rivett's  Apology,  gives  it  as  his  opini- 
on, that  Proteftants  will  never  be  united  with  each  other, 
until  they  are  fo  with  thofe,  who  adhere  to  the  See  o£ 
Rome,  without  which  he  fays  no  common  agreement 
or  government  can  be  expected. 

The  ancients  had  a  juft  notion  both  of  the- papal  and 
gatriafchal  authority,  the  patriarchal  as  well  as  the  metro-, 
politan  jurifdiction  they  knew  to  be.of'ecclefiaftical  right, 
eftablifhed  either  by  immemorial  cuftom,  as  was  that  of 
x^lexandria  and  Antioch,  or  by  decrees  of  General  Coun- 
cils as  was  that  of  Constantinople.  That  they  thought 
the  patriarchal  jurisdiction  variable,  the  hiftory  of  this 
latter  See  affords  ample  proof :  it  was  originally  fuffra- 
gan  to  Heraclea';  in  complaifance  to  the  emperor,  who 
had  fixed  his  chief  residence  in  that  city,  it  was  elevated 
to  the  rank;  of  metropolitan  ;  in  the  fecond  Council  of 
Conftantir>ople,  at  which  none  of  the  Weftern  prelates 
affifted,  the  bifhop  of  that  city  obtained  the  prerogative 
of  honour  after  the  bifhop  of  Rome,  becaufe,  faid  the 
prelates,  Constantinople  is  a  New  Rome-^— Canon  ill.  He 
thus  obtained  a  precedence  over  the  ancient  patriarchs 
6£  Alexandria  and  Antioch  ;  and,  fin  ally  in  the  Council 
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of  Chalcedon,  Anatolius,  the  then  bifhop,  an  artful  and 
intriguing  prelate,  by  the  influence  of  the  Court,  ob- 
tained a  confirmation  of  this  rank  of  precedence  after 
the  bi fhop  of  Rome  together  with  an  extenfive  jurif- 
diction,  and  fimilar  privileges  within  hi*  new  jurifdicHon, 
to  thefe  which  the  Roman  pontiff  exercifed  within  the 
patriarchate  of  Rome*  The  twenty-eighth  canou  is 
thus  conceived  :  "  the  Fathers  had  reafon  to  grant  to 
the  See  of  old  Rome  its  privileges,  becaufe  it  was  the; 
ruling  city,  and  through  the  fame  motive  the  150  Fa- 
thers have  judged  that  the  new  Rpme  (Con  )  which  is 
honored  with  the  empire  and  the  fenate  mould  have  the 
fame  advantages  in  the  ecclefiaftical  order  and  be  the 
fecond  after  it;;'*  The  Fathers  then  fpecify  the  privile- 
ges which  they  confer  on  the  See  of  Constantinople : 
*'  fo  that,"  continues  the  canon,  "  the  metropolitans  of 
the  diftricts  of  Pontus,  of  Thrace,  and  of  Afia  only, 
and  the  bifhops  of  thefe  diocefes,  which  are  amongft  the 
Barbarians  be  ordained  by  the  See  of  Conftantinople, 
It  is  well  underftood  that  each  metropolitan  of  thefe 
diftricTs  will  ordain  the  bifhops  of  his  Province  with 
his  comprovincial  bifhops  according  to  the  canons 39 
Though  this  canon  did  not  abridge  in  any  fenfe  the 
fppe's  fovereign  jurifdicHon,  nor  interfere  at  all  with 
his  authority  as  chief  paftor  of  the  church,  yet  Leo  the 
Great  quafhed  the  canon  for  two  reafons  :  fir  ft,  becaule, 
it  faliely  afferted  that  privileges  were  granred  by  the 
Fathers  to  the  Roman  See  becaufe  it  was  the  imperial 
city,  which  was  a  manifeft  falfehood  :  for  the  authority 
of  the  Roman  pontiff  as  chief  paftor  of  the  church  was 
derived  from  St.  Peter,  and  was  of  divine  inftitution  ; 
and  the  privileges,  which  he  exercifed  as  Patriarch  of 
the  Weft  were  founded  on  immemorial  cuftom,  as  were 
thofe  of  the  patriarchs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch  ;  and 
fecondly,  becaufe  it  authorifed  an  ufui  puionof  the  an-; 
cient  rights  of  the  patriarchs  of  Alexandria  and  Antioch, 
which  had  been  confirmed  to  them  by  the  Council  of 
Nice,-  in  the  4th  canon,  cf  which  this  canon  of  Chalce- 
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don  ^ias  a  notorious  infraction.  If  the  jurifdicHon  of 
the  See  of  Rome  had  been  of  ecclefiaftical  right  or  infti- 
tution,  nothing  could  prevent  Anatolius,  fupported  by 
the  whole  weight  of  the  Imperial  Court,  from  obtaining 
for  his  See  of  Constantinople,  a  rank  of  precedence  be^ 
fore  that  See,  as  he  did  before  the  Sees  of  Alexandria 
and  Antioch.  The  jurifdicHon  which  Anatolius  obtain- 
ed in  the  diflricls  fpecified  in  the  canon  did  not  abridge 
the  pope's  patriarchal  jurifdiclion  :  it  never  extended  to 
them  diftricb  ;  nor  did  he  at  any  time  interfere  with  the 
rights  of  the  Eaftern  patriarchs  in  fuperintending  the 
elections,  and  canonical  infti  tut  ions  of  the  prelates  fub- 
jecl  to  their  Sees  ;  or  in  other  points  of  church  difcipline* 
over  which  they  exercifed  their  patriarchal  jurifdicHon 
controled  by  the  canons  alone,  the  obfervance  of  which 
uas  enforced  by  the  pope's  authority  as  fucceffor  to 
Peter,  and  chief  paftor  of  Chrift's  flock.  Hence  Gregory 
the  Great,  in  the  letter  to  Eulogius,  injudicioufly  cited 
by  the  caftigator,  fays :  *6  nothing  can  redound  to  my 
honour,  which  conduces  to  the  diflionour  of  my  bre- 
thren :  I  place  my  honour  in  maintaining  them  in 
theirs.5'  Ancl,  in  a  letter  to  John,  bifhop  of  Syracufe, 
jpe.tking  of  thebifhop  of  Conftantinople,  whohadaffurned 
the  title  of  univerfal  bijhop,  as  if  he  were  the  only  b'fhop, 
and  all  other  prelates  his  vicars,  Gregory  fays  :  "  as  to 
his  faying  that  he  is  fubjecl  to  the  Apoftolical  See,  if  any 
fault  be  found  in  bifhops,  I  do  not  know  what  bifhop 
is  not  {ubjec*r.  to  it ;  but  if  no  fault  require  its  interfer- 
ence, they  are  all  equal  according  to  the  rule,  of  humili- 
ty."— L.  viL  Ep.  65.  Fleury,  who  never  miffed  an 
opportunity  of  deprefling  papal  authority,  remarks  on 
this  paflage  :  "  thefe  words  of  St.  Gregory  indicate  in 
a  precife  manner,  the  limits  of  the  power  of  the  Head  of 
the  Church  :  as  long  as  bifhops  do  their  duty,  he  treats 
them  as  his  equals,  but  he  is  the  fuperior  of  them  all 
when  there  is  a  queftion  of  correction.3' — L.  xxxv. 

After  difcharging  a  certain  portion  of  fetid  bile,  with 
which,  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  feems  to  be  greatly 
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over-charged,  in  denouncing  maledictions  againft  the 
Eeaft  of  Babylon,  and   foretelling  the  eternal  dijfolution  of 
the  Romifh  Church  immediately  impending,  whether  to 
fill  his  pamphlet,  or  to  furprife  the  good  wives  with  his  \ 
great  erudition,  he  gives  us  all  the  notes  of  the  catholic 
church,  as  taken  from  Bellarmine.    Quere — Has  he  ever 
read  a  line  in  the  works  of  that  contrrivertift  ?    Does  he 
rightly  underftand  the  language  in  which  they  are  writ*  I 
ten  !   Would  he  condefcend  to  oblige  us  with  a  refutation 
of  Bellarmine's  reafoning  on  the  fubj^cr.  ?    Hie  Labor,  hoc 
cpm.    He  has  done  it  in  a  fummary  way — -by  laying  no- 
thing.   Faffing  from  Bellarmine,  he  recites  this  paifage 
from  the  writer's  remarks  :  4i  Be,  the  writer,  cloes  not 
enquire  whether  the  Church  of  dirift  be  the  Roman  j 
Church   or  the  Eoglifh  Church,  or  a  Church   of  any  | 
other  denomination  :  fuch  an  enquiry  is  ufelefs  :  for  if 
it  be  incontrovertibly.  true,  that  the  Church  of  Chrift  i$t 
and  was  perpetually  vifible  fince  the  publication  of  the 
new  law  on  the  day  of  Pentecoit  ;  all  the  different  focie*. 
tics,  which   have  fince    been  formed,  all  the  churches.  ? 
whole  commencement  is  fixed  by  catholics   to  a  later 
date,  and  admitted  by  the  members  of  thefe  churches  to, 
have  commenced  at  that  time,  in  their  prefent  form,  are 
manifeftly  no  parts  nor  portions  of  the  one  Church  of 
Chrift,  at  all  times,  and  without  ceftation  vifible."    To  I 
this  he  replies,  that  no  proteftant  church,  which  proceeds 
on  fcriptural  principles,  acknowledges,  a  commencement  - 
At  a  later  datelthan  the  days  of  the  apoftles,"  p.  1 51.  Kia 
fpirit  of  divination  forgot  to  remind  him  that  the  fir  ft  ; 
Proteftant  Churcii,  of  which  the  world  knows  any  thing,  j 
acknowledged  itj  if  we  may  believe  Luther  himfelf  and  i 
his  panegyrifts.    This  patriarch  of  reforming  memory  ! 
fays  that  in  his  fir  ft  eflay,  and  to  do  him  juftice,  it  was  | 
a  in  after-piece,  <s  he  was  all  alone,"  64  primo  Joins  er  am"  j 

)'  I  alone,"  fays  he, "  rolled  the  ftpne  Tom.  ii,  Fol.  63.  | 

I  was  alofie  in  danger,  fqrfaken  by  all,  ajjtfied  by  none.'* 
This  firft.  proteftant  church  commenced  in  him,  and  not  |* 
bTore'Iiiixi  ;  for  he  had  not  one  afii  ft  ant.    Mis  teftimo-  I 
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ny,  however  ftrong,  is  confirmed  by  his  ableft  panegyrics* 
Doclor  Tiliotfon,  in  his  49th  fermon,  fays  :  "in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  reformation,  when  popery  had  overrun 
thefe  weftern  parts,  and  fubdued  her  enemies  on  every  flde7 
and  Antichrift  (the  Pope )  fat  fecurdy  in  the  quiet  pof- 
feiTionof  his  Kingdom, Xuther  arofe,  a  bold,  rough  man,^ 
but  a  fit  wedge  to  cleave  afunder  fo  hard  and  knotty  a 
block,  appearing  ftoutly  againft  the  grofs  errors  of  the 
Church  of  Rome,  and  for  a  long  time  flood  alone"  And 
Jewell  allures  us,  that  '*  The  truth  was  unknown  at  the 
time,  and  unheard  of,  when  Martin  Luther  fir  ft  came  to 
the  knowledge  of  th  *  gofpel  " — Ap.  B.  iv.  Ch.  4.  And 
Perkins,  the  celebrated  ProfefTor  of  Cambridge  goes  fur- 
ther, he  fays :  that  "  Before  Luther,  for  many  hundreds 
of  years  fuch  an  univeifal  apoftacy  overfpread  the  whole 
world,  that  the  Protectant  Church  was  not  vifible  any 
where"  Per.  on  the  Oreed,  p,  400.  As  a  church  of  any 
kind,  whether  true  or  falfe,  is,  and  muft  of  all  neceffity 
be,  compofed  of  men,  women  and  children,  by  whatever 
bond  they  are  united  ;  at  leaft  in  this  fublunary  world 
of  ours  there  is  no  inviiible  church  :  for  there  are  no 
invifibJe  men,  women  or  children  to  compofe  it.  The 
man  who  refifts  this  truth  is  not  found  in  head,  or 
he  is  horribly  depraved  in  heart.  It  is  therefore  irrefiftibl'y 
true  that  the  firft  proteftant  church  commenced  in  Luther, 
and,  if  we  believe  his  greateft  admirers  and  mod  zealous 
difciples,  on  whom  a  double  portion  of  his  fpirit  defcend- 
ed,  the  century  writers  of  Magdeburgh,  to  whofe  re- 
fearches  our  Edinburgh  caftigator  is  indebted  for  all  thefe 
garbled  extracts  with  which  he  has  filled  a  volume,  it 
I  ended  with  him  *.  for  they  fay  in  their  preface  to  the 
fecona  century :  "  the  greateft  variations  in  doctrine 
and  changes  feem  to  impend  ;  thus  the  fins  of  men  de- 
ferve,  which  are  growing  every  day  more  atrocious, 
(Erafmus  thought  fo  too)  the  times  of  the  Germanic 
prophet  Martin  Luther,  by  whofe  voice  and  miniftry  the 
light  of  the  gofpel  was  recalled,  as  if  from  the  Egyptian 
darknefs,  almoft  correfponded  with  the  age  of  the  Apof- 
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ties  ;  but  now  fince  his  death,  we  have  entered  as  it 
were  into  another  age  of  the  gofpel,  in  which  fo  many 
religious  frenzies,  fanuticif me ,  begin  to  fpring  up  and 
gradually  to  reign  and  in  their  preface  to  the  5th 
Cen.  after  lamenting  that  many  of  Luther's  docirines 
were  already  forgotten,  they  fay  :  "  the  truth  that  was 
brought  to  view  has  already  perifhed,  and  that  fuddenly  : 
philofophy,  popery,  and  other  feels,  far  arid  wide,  oc- 
cupy the  firft  chair  in  the  temple  of  God."  We  have  it 
then  from  Luther  and  his  friends,  that  the  firft  proteftant 
church  commenced  in  him  ;  he  was  the  foundation 
ftbne  on  which  the  edifice  was  raifed,  and  he  flood  a  long 
time  alone  ;  and  we  have  it  from  his  difciples  that  it  ended 
with  him  :  the  foundation  was  rotten,  and  the  fuper- 
flruclure  tumbled  into  ruins,  and  that  fuddenly  they  fdy% 
*•  et  id  repenle"  Calvin,  the  boafted  father  of  another 
grand  divifion  of  the  reformed  churches,  fays,  that  his 
divifton  began  with  himfelf :  "  we  have  been  forced," 
fays  he,  Ep.  140  "  to  renounce  the  communion  of  the 
whole  world."  This  has  been  invariably  and  univerfal- 
ly  acknowledged  by  proteftants  of  every  defcription. 
Chilling  worth  afligns  the  reafoh,  46  becaufe,"  fays  he, 
"  Safe  Way,"  Ch.  v.  *•  they  were  convinced  by  ail  manner 
of  evidence,  as  fcripture,  reafon,  and  antiquity,  that  all 
the  vfible  churches  in  the  world  had  degenerated  from  the 
purity  of  the  gofpel."  We  muft,  then,  conclude  that 
thefe  firft  proteftant  churches  did  not  acT:  on  fcriptural 
principles  ;  does  this  laft  church,  fafhioned  by  our  Edin* 
burgh  caftigator  ?  We  maintain,  fays  he,  that  we  have 
only  re-affumed  our  original  form,after  having  been  trans- 
formed into  the  image  of  the  Beafi.  This  his  new  Church, 
therefore,  had  been,  during  a  lapfe  of  centuries,  in  the 
image  of  the  beaft^  and  then  refumed  its  original  form. 
To  this  the  writer  replies,  that  if  this  fancied  exiftence  of  a 
Church  in  the  image  of  theBeafthad  been  real,  it  was  not 
the  church  of  Chrift,  nor  any  portion  or  integrant  part 
of  the  church  of  Chrift  :  for  Chrift  is  head  of  his 
Church  :  he  teaches  his  church  by  the  miniftry  of  his 
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apoftles,  and  their  fucceffors,  and  it  is  animated  by  his 
fpirit  :  to  pretend  that  Chriftis  head  of  a  church  in  the 
image  of  the  beaft  is  the  mod  atrocious  blafphemy. 
Hence  it  follows  that  befides  this  church  in  the  image  of 
the  beaft,  on  which  this  caftigator's  difordered  brain  has 
beftowed  an  imaginary  exiftence,  there  muft  have  been 
fome  other  church,  of  which  Chrift  is,  and  was  the  head, 
if  it  be  true  that  his  church  was  perpetually  vifible.  He 
Las  not  deigned  to  tell  us  in  what  form  the  proteftant 
churches  exifted  in  the  apoftles'  days  5  or  when  they 
ceaied  to  cxift  in  that  form  and  were  transformed  into 
the  image  of  the  beaft.  Thefe  are  abftrufe  queftions.  The 
truth  is,  we  do  not  know  in  what  form  they  exift  ori 
this  prefent  day  :  we  know  they  are  numerous,  uncon- 
nected, difeordant  in  their  principles  of  faith,  and 
church  difcipline,  agreeing  in  nothing  but  their 
difagreement  and  oppofition  to  what  they  call  po- 
pery ;  we  know  from  better  authority  than  this  caiti- 
gator,  that  in  the  apoftles  days  there  was  but  one 
church  profefling  the  fame  faith  "  una  fides"  one  faith, 
participating  the  fame  facraments  :  "  unum  baptifma"  one 
baptifm.— Eph.  iv.  United  under  the  fame  chief  pallor 
Peter,  who  w*  commiffioned  by  CHrift  to  feed  his  flock, 
—John  xxi.  We  know  that  this  one  church  was  a  vifible 
fociety  compofed  not  of  fouls  or  angels,  or  other  in- 
visible beings,  but  of  mortals  like  ourfelves,  fo  perfectly 
united  in  the  profeffion  of  the  fame  faith,  participation  of 
thefamefacraments,and obedience  to  thefame  chief  paftor, 
that  the  apoftle  Paul,  fays  :  it  was  one  body  "  unum  corpus" 
animated  with  one  and  the  fame  fpirit — "  units  Jpiritus." 
Eph.  iv.  Does  this  caftigator  pretend  that  the  numerous* 
or  rather  innumerable  churches,  which  call  themfelves 
proteftant,  are  fo  perfectly  united  as  to  form  one  com- 
pact body,  animated  by  one  and  the  fame  fpirit  ?  If  fo, 
why  thefe  difputes,diffentions  and  variations  in  doctrine, 
which  commenced  with  the  reformation  and  are  every 
day  increafing  ?  If  not,  the  proteftant  churches  have  not 
re-affumed  the  form  of  the  churcfe  in  the  apoftles  days, 
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But  perhaps  the  caftigator,  confines  the  Ve-affumption  of 
the  form  of  the  apoftolical  church  to  that  particular  pro- 
teftant  church,  of  which  he  is  himfelf  chief  paftor.  There  j 
are  many,  who  pretend  an  equal  right,  and  with 
equal  juftice,  all  thefe  he  mull  exclude  on  the  principle  of  1 
felf  defence,  and  at  the  fame  time  he  excludes  himfelf 
from  the  promifes  of  Abraham,  and  from  the  inheritance 
promifed  to  that  patriarch,  who  is,  if  we  believe  St* 
Paul,  the  father  of  all,  who  believe  in  Jefus  Chrift, 
Rom.  iv.  16.  "  In  thy  feed  fh all  all  the  nations  of  the 
earth  be  bleffed/'  Gen.  xxvi,  4.  St.  Paul  fays,  that  this 
prornife  -was  made  to  jefus  Chrift,  that  in  him  and  by 
him  all  nations  of  the  earth  mould  bd  bleffed.— Gal.  iii, 
16.  The  church  of  Jefus  Chrift  is  therefore,  *the  church 
of  ail  nations  and  of  all  ages,  for  no  reafon  can  be  affigned 
why  it  mould  be  confined  to  one  age  in  preference  to 
others,  more  particularly  as  the  angel  Gabriel,  announc- 
ing his  incarnation  faid,  "  Of  his  kingdom  there  will  be 
no  end.,>— Luke  i,  33.  The  church  of  this  reverend 
and  caftigating  paftor,  is  fo  far  from  being  the  church  of 
all  nations,  that  it  is  not  the  church  of  any  nation  at  all, 
and  it  is  fo  very  far  from  being  the  church  of  all  ages,  | 
that  he  himfelf  fays,  it  was  the  image  of  the  Beaft  for 
many  ages.  The  moft  idle  conceit,  and  ridiculous  fub- 
terfuge  which  the  writer  remembers  to  have  feen.  In  its 
preterit  form,  it  is  as  oppofite  .to  the  church  founded  by  I 
the  apoftles  as  darknefs  is  to  light  :  for  in  the  apoftolical 
church  the  paftors  were  conftituted  by  Jefus  Chrift  him- 
felf, the  great  mepherd,  as  Sc.  Paul  called  him. — Heb.  j 
xiHv  20-  Immediately,  as  theapoftle  Peter  and  his  fel- 
low apoftles,  or  mediately  by  their  miniftry  as  Paul  and  j 

Barnaby.-—  Acts  xiii,  2  As  they  were  miniftering  j 

to  the  Lord  and "  nefteuonten"  The  Holy  Ghoft 
faid:  fegregate  for  me  Barnaby  and  Paul,  for  the  work,  to 
which  I  have  called  them  ;  then  fafting  and  praying,  and 
impofing  hands  on  them,  they  difmiffed  them  **  (this 
nonferfical  rite  fa  fling,  which  the  caftigator  hates,  was  in 
ufe  in  the  apoftolical  church,)  and  fo  on  in  fucceffion  as 
,  Timothy 
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Timothy  and  Titus  ordained  by  Paul. — i  Tim.  17,14. 
"  Do  not  neglect  the  grace  which  is  in  you,  which  was 
given  to  you  by  prophefy  with  the  impofifwn  of  hands  of 
the  priefthood,"  and  2d  Tim.  i.  6.  "  For  which  reafon 
J  remind  you  to.  rekindle  the  grace  of  God  which  is  in 
you,  by  the  impofition  of  my  hands."  'I  his  impofition 
of  hands,  which  we  catholics  call  the  facrament  of  or- 
ders, conferred  a  permanent  grace  :  for  the  apoftie  fays  : 
6C  It  was  in  him  from  the  time  that  he  had  conferred  the 
priefthood  on  him,  by  the  impofition  of  his  hands,  and 
this  fame  grace  was  conferred  on  others  by  the  apoftles' 
difcipies"™Titus  i,v.  "For  this  reafon  I  left  you  in 
Crete,  that  you  might  correct  defects,  and  conftitute 
Priefts  in  each  city,  according  to  the  orders  which  I  have 
given  you."  In  this  new  modelled  Church  over  which 
this  caftigator  prefides,  Chrift  does  not  conftitute  pallors* 
either  immediately  by  himfelf,  or  mediately  by  the  mi* 
liiflry  of  his  apoftles,  or  their  fucceflbrs  in  office  ;  but  the 
people  elect,  conflitute  and  appoint  their  paftors  accor- 
ding to  their  own  views,  literally  verifying  that  prophecy 
of  St.  Paul,  2d  Tim.  iv,  3  :  "  There  will  be  a  time  when 
they  will  not  bear  found  doctrine,  but,  according  to  their 
fenfual  defires,  they  will  collect  teachers  for  themfelves, 
with  itching  ears."  This  is  the  firft,  and  a  ftriking  dif- 
ference it  is,  between  this  new  modelled  church,  and  the 
Church  of  Chrift  in  the  apoftles'  days  ;  the  fecond  is  not 
lefs  remarkable  :  in  the  apoftolical  church  there  was  but 
one  faith — "  una  fides" — Eph,  iv,  and  that  one  faith  de- 
livered to  the  faithful  by  their  paltors  :  "  The  faith  once 
delivered  to  the  faints" — jude  3.  "  Have  the  form  of 
found  words,  which  you  heard  from  me  in  faith  and  charity, 
which  is  in  Chrift  Jefur," — 2d  Tim.  i,  13.  In  the  next 
chapter  the  apollle  fays  to  Timothy  :  a  Thefe  things 
which  you  have  heard  from  me,  with  many  witnefTes, 
the  fame  commend  to  faithful  men,  who  will  be  capable 
of  teaching  others"— 4i,  2.  In  this  new-modelled  church 
there  ace  as  many  faiths  as  faces,  or  fancies — to  fpeak 
correctly  there  is  no  faith  at  all,  but  as  many  opinions  as 
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there  are  individuals  capable  of  forming  an  opinion.  This 
is  a  direct  and  inevitable  confequence  of  that  fundamental 
principle,  that  every  man  muft  take  the  fcriptures  for  a 
fole  rule  of  faith  ;  he  muft  therefore  on  principle  fifh  his 
faith  from  the  fcriptures  by  his  own  induftry,  in  other 
words,  he  muft  form  his  opinions,  independently,  on  that 
fenfe  of  the  fcripture,  which  prefents  itfelf  to  his  view. 
This  is  neither  lefs  nor  more  than  his  private  opinion, 
the  man  is  deftitute  of  common  fenfe  who  denies  it.  To 
pafs  unnoticed  anjntuitive  truth,  that  a  great  majority 
ofproteftants  are  incapable  of  deducing  any  opinion  at  ail 
from  the  fcriptures,  and  muft,  contrary  to  principle,  bor- 
row from  their  teachers,  or  from  others  who chute  to  lend 
them  ;  of  thefe,  it  is  true  that  they  have  neither  faith  nor 
opinion  ;  it  is,  therefore,  manifeftly  true,  that  this  new 
modelled  Church  has  not  re-affumed  the  form  of  the 
apoftolical  church  ;  and  if  it  be  true,  as  the  caftigator  fays, 
and  this  the  writer  is  willing  to  admit,  that  it  was  in  the 
image  of  the  Beaft,  it  yet  continues  in  the  image  of  the 
Beaft. 

The  form,  fay  philofophers,  is  that  which  limits  the 
matter,  and  diftinguifhes  the  fubject  ©f  which  it  is  the 
form  :  hence  the  form  of  the  apoftolical  church  confifts 
in  thefe  chara&eriftics,  which  limit  that  fociety  called  the 
church,  and  diftingwfh  it  from  every  other  fociety.  Thefe 
have  been  defined  by  the  infpired  writers  with  great  preci- 
fion  :  they  profeffed  one  and  the  fame  faith  received  from 
paftors  inftituted  by  Chrift  himfelf,  either  immediately, 
or  mediately  by  their  miniftry  ;  they  participated  in  the 
fame  facraments  ;  they  were  united  as  one  body,  animated 
with  the  fame  fpirit  under  the  fame  vifible  head,  Eph-  iv. 
nouriflied  by  one  and  the  fame  fpiritual  food  :  "  oti  eh  arto\ 
in  Joma  6i  pplloi  efmen  6i  gar  panies  ck  ton  ems  artou  metechomen. 
So  there  is  one  bread,  ( the  eucharijl)  we  who  are  many, 
one  body  :.  for  we  all  partake  of  this  one  bread." — ift  Cor. 
x,  1 7.  Of  thefe  character iftics  pot  one  is  to  be  found 
in  this  neweft  modelled  church  of  the  Edinburgh  caftiga- 
Car,  as  the  writer  has  already  {hewn. 
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After  haying,  with  unufual  confidence,  afferted  that 
this  his  newcft  modelled  church  had  re-affumed  its  origi- 
nal form,  an  expreflion,  which  he  does  not  underftand, 
without  offering  a  fyllable  in  juftiiication  of  the  affertion, 
"  but  as  we  maintain,"  the  caftigator  fays,  "  the  church 
of  Rome  is  an  anti-chriltian  church,  becaufe  it  has  not 
fubfifted  in  its  prefefit  form  fince  the  apoftles*  days.5' 
This  he  pretends  to  prove,  not  by  argument,  but  by  a 
rhapfodical  enumeration  of  popes,  cardinals,  archbimops* 
and  monks  of  different  orders,  which  enable  him  to  fill 
a  page.    If  the  man  knew  the  force  of  the  term  form9 
prifhe  knew  any  thing  of  the  characteriftics,  which 
conftitutc  the  form  of  a  church,  he  would  not  be  tempted 
even  by  vanity,  to  expofe  his  ignorance  to  fuch  contempt : 
is  it  not  aftonifhing  that  a  man,  who  knows  nothing  of 
the   art  of  rcafoning,   mould  prefume  to  write  on  a 
fubjeel:  of  deep  refearch,  with  which  he  is  totally  unac- 
quainted.   He  might  with  equal  pr6priety,  rather  with 
not  lefs  abfurdity,  pretend  that  the  form  of  a  kingdom 
is  changed  by  the  eftablifhment  of  different  corporations, 
which  have  bye  laws  for  the  regulation  of  their  own  focie- 
,  ties  ;  but  he  is  told  that  thefe  focieties  of  civil  inftitu- 
tion,  however  different  their  relative  duties,  have  no- 
thing  to  do  with  the  form  of  the  kingdom  ;  in  like 
manner  he  is  told,  that  thefe  different  ranks  and  orders 
of  ecclefiaftical  inftitution,  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
form  of  the  church.    They  all  profefs  the  fame  faith  ; 
they  participate  the  fame  facraments,   and   are  united 
under  the  fame  vifible  head,  Peter's   fucceffor,  as  the 
primitive  chriftians  were  under  Peter  himfelf.    His  in- 
vectives reach  the  apoftles  themfelves  :  for  they  had 
renounced  every  thing  in  this  world  to  follow  Chriit,  if 
we  believe  Peter. — Matt.  xix.    Ecce  nos  reliquimus  omnia, 
and  their  immediate  difciples  followed  the  example. — 
Acts  iv.     That  the  voluntary  poverty,  obedience,  and 
chaftity,  promifed  by  all  the  religous  orders,  have  been 
recommended,  though  not  ftricrly  enjoined,  by  Chrift 
himfelf  has  been  fhewn  to  demonftration— fee s  Review, 
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p.  1 56  -..«.*  The  obfervance  of  thefe  virtues,  if  we 
believe  the  caftigator,  has  depopulated  the  earth.  The 
Saviour  has  therefore  injurikioufly  recommended  them. 
The  caftigator' s  invectives  are  not  confined  to  the  apof- 
tles ;  the  Saviour  comes  in  for  a  {hare.  What  a  ftrange 
antipathy  he  repeatedly  expreffes  againft  that  antiquated 
virtue  called  chaftity.  There  are,  if  common,  fame  tell 
truth,  as  many  daughters  of  diilipation  in  London  and, 
Edinburgh,  as  there  are  nuns  in  Vienna,  Rome,  Paris^ 
Madrid,  Naples,  and  the  other  capitals  of  all  the  catholic 
ftates  in  Europe*  In  thefe  capitals  there  are  daughters, 
of  diffipation  too,  yes,  and  many;  but  they  do  not  alarm, 
this  caftigating  pallor's  humanity  ;  his  invectives  do  not 
extend  to  them  :  they  do  not  depopulate  the  world;  they 
are  pioufly  engaged  in  what  he  calls  the  pallor's,  firifc 
%  great  duty,  that  is,  the  propagation  of  the  human  fpecies* 
Raynal  thought  fo  too,  and  fo  does  that  foul  fiend  who 
wanders  in  the  un watered  places  feeking  reft  and  finding 
none. — Matt.  xii.  43. 

In  his  next  chapter,  he  pretends  to  examine  the  in* 
defect i bill ty  of  the  chuVch,  that  is  the  perpetual  and  un- 
interrupted exiflence  which  it  has  always  enjoyed,  and 
will  continue  to  pofTefs  till  the  end  of,  time.  Of  this 
doctrine,  he  fays,  p.  130,  proteftants  are  ftrenuous 
fupporters  as  the  Rornifh  church,  but  they  will  not  ad- 
mit  the  confequence  which  the  writer  has  deduced.  The 
caftigator,  is  not  the  firft  whom  irrefiflible  evidence  has. 
forced  to  fhift  his  ground  ;  but  his  evil  genius  has  led 
him  to  a  pofition  the  moft  unlucky,  that  ever  entered 
man's  imagination,  that  is,  to  the  image  of  the  beqft,  this 
is  his  laft  refuge,  in  it  he  makes  a  ftand.  The  conse- 
quence which  the  writer  deduced,  and  which  he  now  re- 
peats, is — that  if  it  be  true,  and  true  k  is,  if  the  fcrip- 
tures  be  not  falfe,  that  the  church  has,  always  exifted* 
and  will  continue  to  exift,  until  the  end  of  time,  it  muft 
always  exift  in  the  htneform  :  for  it  is  the  form  which 
limits,  which  defines,  which  conftitutes  and  diftinguithei, 
if  then  the  form  ceafes  to  exift,  the  church  muft  of  all 
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necefiity  cea'fe  to  exift  :  for  no  body  c&n  exift,  whethef 
natural  or  moral,  without  its  conftituent  attributes  ; 
thus,  for  inftance,  if  the  materials  which  compofe  a  fhip 
fee  employed  in  the  conftruclion  of  a  houfe,  the  materials 
continue  to  exift,  but  not  the  (hip  ;  or  if  a  State  changes 
its  form  of  Government,  and  from  a  monarchy  becomes 
a  republic,  it  is  not  the  monarchy  which  continues  to 
exift  under  a  republican  form  :  for  th$.  one  form  ex- 
cludes the  other,  but  the  monarchy  has  ceafed  to  exift, 
and  the  republic  has  fucceeded  it ;  in  like  manner  if  the 
church  mould  change  its  original  form,  and  aflume  the 
form  of  the  Bead ;  it  is  not  the  church  which  would 
continue  to  exifl  under  the  form  of  the  Bead  ;  but  the 
church  would  have  abfolutely  ceafed  to  exift,  and  the 
fynagogue  of  Satan  would  have  fucceeded,  in  which 
this  Edinburgh  caftigator  has,  with  great  truth  and  pro- 
priety, found  his  new  modelled  church. 

Admitting  that  the  many  paffages  adduced  by  the 

writer  in  his  remarks,  p.  no  in  fupport  of  the 

uninterrupted  exiftence  of  the  church,  are  of  irreftftibte 
authority,  the  caftigator  felecrs  one,  which  by  the  bye 
was  incidental,  though  not  lefs  mortifying  to  the  fpint 
of  innovation  ;  on  it  he  declaims  with  great  vehemence  : 
It  is  thus  conceived  and  expreffed  by  the  prophet  Ifaiah  : 
"  every  weapon  which  is  formed  againft  thee  (the 
church)  mall  mifs,  and  every  tongue,  which  rifes  in 
judgment  againft  thee,  thou  (halt  condemn." — Kyi  17. 
The  writer's  reafoning  on  the  pafTage,  the  caftigator 
tranfcribes,  and  however  irkfome  to  himfelf,  and  un- 
pleasant to  this  caftigator,  he  again  repeats  it  :  "  If  the 
firft  reformer  had  weighed  well  the  force  of  this  promife, 
he  would  have  feen  that,  as  ho  himfelf  did  not  compofe 
the  church,  to  which  the  promife  was  made,  his  oppoft- 
tion  to  her  eftablifhed  doctrine,  placed  him  evidently 
amongft  thefe  tongues,  which  rife  up  in  judgment  a- 
gainft  her,  and  that  of  courfe  £he  would  condemn  him. 
This  reafoning  is  applicable  to  every  innovator,  who  has 
formed  a  party  fince  the  apoftles'  days.    The  argument 
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is  infoluble  if  the  examinant  will  admit  that  the  promife 
was  ma^g  to  the  catholic  church  ;  if  he  denies  it  let  him 
affign  fome  other  church  vifible  fince  the  apofties  days, 
withoutinterruption  oriritermifnon."  To  this  the  caftiga^ 
tor  replies  :  "  though  the  church  of  Romehas  condemned 
and  laid  her  murderous  fangs  as  often  as  (he  could  upon 
thofe  who  differ  with  her  in  fentiment,  it  is  no  evidence 
that  fhe  is  the  church  of  the  Prince  of  Peace,"  p.  134, 
This  is  railing  not  reafoning  :  for  whether  the  church 
of  Rome  be  the  church  of  the  Prince  of  Peace  or  not, 
it  is  not  the  lefs  true,  that  Jefus  Chrift  had  then  on 
earth  a  church,  which  did  not  confift  of  Luther  alone, 
he  therefore  was  incontrovertibly  one  of  thefe  men,  who 
rofe  up  in  judgment  againft  ir,  and  it  condemned  him9 
according  to  the  promife.  The  ridiculous  fubterfuge  of 
an  in  vifible  church  is  no  tvafion  ;  for  Luther  was  not 
a  member  of  an  invifible  church,  if  fuch  a  phantom  could 
exift  ;  he  was  vifible  and  tangible  like  other  men.  The 
caftigator  as  a  fubftitute  for  argument,  fills  two  pages 
with  invectives  againft  papifts ;  their  doctrines  and  un- 
meaning ceremonies  inflame  his  bile  beyond  its  ufual 
pitch,  his  indignation  againft  the  Romifh  church  knows 
no  bounds,  by  it  millions  of  his  anceftors  have  been 
persecuted  to  death.  Full  of  the  delphic  fpirit  he  pro- 
phefies  i  "  We  view  the  operations  of  God  as  haftening 
the  approach  of  that  period,  when  the  friends  of  Chrift 
mail  join  in  halleluiahs,  on  beholding  thefmoke  of  her 
torment  afcending  up  for  ever  and  ever,"  p.  135.  But 
as  thefe  invectives  and  oracles  have  no  more  reference 
to  the  writer's  argument,  than  to  the  ebbing  and  flow- 
ing of  the  tide,  they  leave  it  infoluble  as  they  found  it, 
in  full  force  againft  the  fn  ft  reformer,  and  of  equal  force 
againft  this  caftigator,  and  if  he  pretends  to  fhelter  him- 
felf  in  an  invifible  church,  the  writer  will  appeal  to  his 
caret  fpofa  the  partner  of  his  paftoral  cares,  and  fhe  will 
at  ted  that  the  caftigator  is  vifible  and  tangible  like  his 
neighbours. 

In  his  next  edition  will  he  condefcend  to  inform  us 
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where  thefe  millions  of  his  anccftors  who  were  £erfecuted 
to  death  concealed  themfelves  :  it  muft  have  been  in  the 
regions  of  the  moon,  or  the  ifland  of  Utopia  :  in  Scotland 
there  was  fcarcely  one  million,  ?nd  they  were  all  papifts^ 
when  J^mes  V.  in  1540,  ordered  four  epicurean  monks, 
who,  to  gratify  the  cravings  of  the  belly,  had  renounced 
their  frocks  and  vows,  to  be  arretted,  and,  without  con- 
fulting  the  Pope  or  any  other  prelate,  ordered  them  for 
execution  as  difturbers  of  the  public  tranquility  ;  fome 
other  apoftate  Monks  of  the  fame  (tamp  were  difpofed 
of  In  the  fame  way;  when  John  Knox  began  to  found 
the  horn  of  difcord  there  was  fome  blood  fpilled  on 
both  fides,  that  was  not  an  uncommon  thing  in  Scotland 
if  their  htftorians  teil  truth  ;  however  the  Monks,  who 
had  renounced  their  frocks,  being  the  more  numerous, 
and  the  more  clamorous,  and  having  inflamed  the 
minds  of  the  people  with  virulent  invectives,  and  calum- 
nious rnifreprefentations,  of  the  faith  and  morality  of 
their  brethren,  who  perfiftcd  in  the  obfervance  of  their 
vows,  foon  formed  a  ftrong  and  infuriate  party,and 
with  their  afliftance  pulled  down  both  church  and  date* 
deftroyed  all  reli  gious  houfes,  and  pious  inftitutions,  ex- 
pelled the  queen  and  her  moft  faithful  fubjects,  perfe- 
cuted,  and  yet  continue  to  perfecute  with  unrelenting 
fury,  all  who  refufe  to  adopt  their  new  opinions.  This 
.Edinburgh  caftigator,  fo  converiant  in  the  hiftory  of  the 
primitive  church,  ought  to  know  fomething  of  the  hif- 
ftoryof  his  own  country. 

He  is  at  a  lots,  he  fays,  p.  136,  to  know  what  the 
writer  calls  the firft  reformers*  By  the  firft  reformers,  the 
writer  means  "  the  firft  inventors,  the  firft  founders,  the 
firft  authors  of  what  they  call  a  Reformation,  or  what 
this  caftigator  calls  re-ajfum'wg  an  original  form  :  for  to  re- 
affume  an  original  form,  is  neither  lefs  nor  r->ore  than  to 
effect  a  Reformation  ;  and  where  there  is  a  reformation .. 
there  muft  be  a  reformer  :  Up  there  Is  no  rejaikfti 
without  a  fubjecl ,  in  which  die  relation  is  founded,  p$ 
there  can  be  no  child  without  a  father.    The  mil  .  in- 
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ventor,  the  firft  founder,  the  firft  author  of  the  prbte- 
ftant  reformation  was  Martin  Luther,  a  Saxon  monk,  if 
we  believe  himfelf,  though  Zuinglius  had  the  prefumpti- 
on  to  claim  that  honour" — fee  Remarks.  "  There  have 
been,"  he  fays, "  at  all  times  men  who  teflifiecl  againft 
papal  ufurpations,  and  other  pollutions  of  the  church  of 
Rome,"  p  134    True,  there  have  been  men  who  abufcd 
the  Pope,  from  Nicolas,  of  infamous  memory,  who  ahu." 
ed  St.  Peter,  down  to  this  cadigator,  who  abufes  all  his 
fucceffors  :  but  thefe   nien  were  not   proteftants  :  for 
Luther  did  not  find  one  proteftant  in  the  world  when  he 
commenced  the  reformation  ;  he  himfelf  was  an  arrant 
papift,  and  faid  mafs  religioufly  for  many  a  year,  and  all 
his  difciples  were  papifts,  who  renounced  the  faith  in 
which  they  were  baptifed,  and  in  which  they  lived  until 
that  unlucky  period  to  embrace  his  reformation,  nor  did 
thefe  railers  againft  the  pnpe  form  a  vifible  fociety,  per-  M 
pctually  exifting,  profeiling  the  fame  faith,  and  united 
under  the  lame  head :  on  the  contrary,  their  terms  of 
communion  were  contradictory  :  what  one  feci:  believed 
was  anathematifed  by  another :  thus,  for  inftance,  the 
Neftorians  believed  that  in  Jefus  Chrifl  there  are  two 
perfonsas  well  as  two  natures,  the  Eutychians  believed 
but  one  nature  and  one  perfon  ;  the  Pelagians  believed 
man,  by  his  free  will,  unaflifted  by  Divine  grace,  capable 
of  fulfilling  the  whole  law,  the  Calvinifts,  on  the  con- 
trary, affert  that  free  will  is  extinct,  and  afcribe  the  whole 
of  man's  falvation  to  grace  alone.    The  Pelagians  make 
the  foldier  fight  without  arms,  and  the  Calvinifts  make 
the  arms  fight  without  the  foldier  ;  they  all  unite  in 
abufmg  the  pope,  and  that  church,  which  is  now  vifible, 
was  at  all  times  vifible,  and  will  continue  vifible,  that 
chuuh,  of  which  all  the  members,  though  difperfed 
over  tire  world,  profefs  the  fame  faith,   participate  the 
fame  facramcnts,  and  are  united  under  the  fame  head, 
whilft  hundreds  of  theib  jarring  feels  have  difappeared, 
and  are  fucceeded  by  others,  which  after  making  a  little 
noife  in  the  world,  difappear  in  turn,  to  make  way  for 
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others,  who,  to  the  end  of  time,  will  verify  that  predi&i» 
on  of  St.  Paul,  i  ft  Cor.  xi,  19:  46  there  mud  be  fecis 
amongft  you,  that  they  who,  are  approved  may  be  pub- 
licly known,"  as  in  a  rebellion^  faithful'  fubjech  adhere 
to  their  prince,  and  thus  atteft  their  loyalty,  whilft  the 
difaffected  unite  with  the  leader  or  leaders  of  the  re- 
bellion ;fo  in  all  thefe  commotions,  which  herefy  has 
caufed  at  different  times,  true  chriftians  have  perfevered 
with  unfhaken  conftancy  in  the  faith  of  their  anceftors, 
whilft  reftiefs  fpirits,  attracted  by  novelty,  and  deceived 
by  the  fpii  it  of  illuuon,  formed  feels  under  their  differ- 
ent leaders.  Our  anceftors,  fays  the  caftigator,  always 
declared  their  doctrine  founded  upon  the  fcriptures* 
True,  fo  did  all  the  different  fecU,  who  have  disfigured 
the  face  of  chriftianity  ;  they  have  always  endeavoured 
to  diftort  fome  paffage  of  fcripture  to  countenance  their 
ablurd  fables  ;  but  catholics  have  uniformly  (hewn  that 
theie  fables  have  no  foundation  in  fcripture  at  all  ;  that 
the  fenfe  which  they  pretend  to  affix  to  the  fcriptures, 
in  order  to  countenance  their  opinions,  is  not  the  genu- 
ine fenfe,  the  fenfe  intended  by  the  infpired  writers. 

To  juftify  the  feparation  of. the  reformed  churches  from 
the  church  of  Rome,  he  cites  foine  paffages  from  St. 
Bernard,  and  other  catholic  writers,  who  declaimed  ve- 
hemently againft  the  immorality  of  many  of  the  clergy, 
That  there  were  many  of  the  clergy  corrupt  and  im- 
moral, no  man  doubts  ;  but  thefe  writers  did  not  fay 
that  the  faith  of  the  church  was  corrupt,  or  that  its  dif» 
cipline  had  any  tendency  to  encourage  immorality,  on 
the  contrarv,  thefe  clergymen  were  impious  becaufe  they 
did  not  believe  the  doctrines,  of  chriftianity  then  taught, 
and  they  were  corrupt  and  immoral,  becaufe  they  did 
not  obferve  the  difcipline  of  the  church.  However,  of 
all  thefe  impious,  corrupt,  and  immoral  clergymen,  La> 
trier's  reformation  purged  the  church  :  they  were  the 
firfl  to  embrace  it  ;  the  moft  zealous  to  fupport  it  j  of 
their  old  concubines  they  made  new  wives  ;  picked  up 
ajl  the  daughters  of  diflipation,  who  dishonoured  fome 
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convents,  made  them  the  partners  of  their  paftoral  cares  i 
for  thefe  were  the  firft  paftors  of  all  the  reformed 
churches.  Thefe  are  the  men  who  the  caftigator  calls 
his  anceftors. 

The  image  of  the  head,  and  this  invifible  church,  com- 
pofed  not  of  fairies,  or  other  imaginary  phantoms,  but 
of  mortals,  with  their  flefh  and  bones  about  them,  are 
not  quite  (atisfaclory  to  our  caftigator  :  he  fpeaks  of 
Huffites,  of  Wiclefites,  of  Waldenies,  &c  but  theHuflites 
were  not  his  anceftors  in  any  fenfe  :  they  were  a  Bo- 
hemian banditti,  not  proteftants,  and  if  they  had  been 
proteftants  they  were  not  before  John  Hufs,  who  began 
to  reform  in  1409,  the  fame  is  true  of  the  Wiclefites  : 
they  were  not  proteftants,  nor  had  they  any  exiftence 
before  John  Wiclef  began  to  dogmatize  in  or  near  the 
year  1365.  The  Waldenfes  were  nothing  lefsthan  pro- 
teftants, and  they  commenced  with  Peter  Waldo  about 
the  year  1136.  The  evangelical  poverty,  on  which  they 
refted  all  hopes  of  fafvation,  and  from  which  they  ob- 
tained the  appellation  of  poor  men  of  Lyons,  was  not  of  Lu- 
ther's tafte,  though  he  had  promifed  it  in  his  early  days 
he  did  not  the  lefs  renounce  it,  together  with  the  anti- 
quated virtues  of  obedrence  and  crudity,  and  the  un- 
profitable aufterities  of  fading,  praying,  &c.  This  caf- 
tigator therefore  muft  find  his  anceftors  elfewhere  ; 
however  ftrange  it  may  appear,  he  finds  fome  of  them 
amongft  us  papifts.  If  by  anceftors  he  means  the  per- 
fons,  from  whom  he  is  lineally  defcended,  they,  as  well  as 
the  anceftors  of  all  his  countrymen,  were  indifputably 
papifts  from  the  year  565,  when  the  Picts  in  the  northof 
Scotland  were  converted  to  chriftianity,  by  the  miniftry 
of  Colernkiil  and  his  affiftants,  monks  of  the  old  fchool. 
The  fouthern  Picls  had  been  converted  by  the  labours 
of  St.  Ninian  in  or  about  the  year  426. — Bede  &.  iii,  cap. 
4.  During  a  fpace  of  nine  hundred  and  feventy-five 
years,  until  the  year  1 540,  when  the  four  apoftate  friars, 
whom  James  Vth  ordered  to  bearrefted,  began  tojuftify 
their  apoftacy  by  declaiming  againft  monadic  vows,  and 
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their  profligate  fenfualify,  by  crying  down  all  aufterities 
as  ufelefs  and  unprofitable  ;  but  if  by  his  anceftors  he 
mean  proteftants,  the  writer  fays,  No.  In  the  whole 
range  of  the  chriftian  world,  there  was  rot  one  pro- 
teftant  when  Luther  began  to  preach.  Of  this  truth 
Luther  is  himfelf  the  voucher/and  if  he  did  not  atteft 
it,  the  truth  is  not  the  lefs  maniftft;  for  though  there 
have  been  at  all  times  many  corrupt  jud  immoral  men, 
and  many  good  and  pious  men,  who  inveighed  moll 
bitterly  againft  corruption  and  immorality  ;  yet  there; 
never  was,  and  there  is  not  yet,  a  man  within  the  pale 
of  the  chriftian  church  who  does  not  profeis  the  faith, 
which  is  taught  in  it.  and  fubmit  his  private  opinions  to 
its  folemn  decifions,  fuch  a  man  is  not,  nor  can  he  be,  a 
proteftant. 

To  juftify  thefe  his  proteftant  anceftors,  whom  his 
fpirit  of  divination  difcovers  wheie  no  proteftant  did 
ever  exift,  he  fays,  p.  141,  "  even  allowing  the  Romith 
church  to  be  the  church  of  Chrift,  which  hasholinefs  as 
a  characleriftic,  proteftants  may  ftill  have  good  reafon  to 
charge  her  with  iuperftition  and  idolatry."  Be  it  fo  ! 
We  papifts,  though  rank  idolators,  may  yet  be  holy  1 
Holy  idolatry  is  a  new  combination  of  ideas  :U  refembles 
a  geometrical  figure  called  a  fjuare  circle^  the  only  pro- 
perty  of  which,  as  yet  known  to  geometricians,  is,  the 
impoflibility  of  conceiving  or  defcribing  it.  Our  Edin- 
burgh caftigator,  in  imitation  of  the  Valentinians,  the 
Manicheans,  the  Arians,  Eunomians,  &c.  who  found 
paffages  in  fcripture  to  authorife  all  the  extravagant  fa. 
bles  with  which  they.peftered  the  world,  finds  a  paffage  to 
reconcile  holinefs  with  idolatry.  •*  Ifrael,"  fays  he,  p. 
142,  "  appears  to  have  been  guilty  of  fome  fuperftitious 
idolatry;  and  yet  God  acknowledged  their  relation  to 
him  as  a  church.'*  My  people,  fays  he,  af&  counfel  o£ 
their  ftocks  they  facrifice  upon  the  tops  cf  moun- 
tains and  burn  incenfe  upon  the  hills. — Hos.  iv,  12.  He 
did  not  think  proper  to  infert  the  whole  paffage  :  the 
intermediate  words,  to  which  he  has  fubftituted  points* 
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were  Hot  to  his  purpofe  :  they  fhew  that,  if  God  ae*. 
knowledged  them  for  his  people,  they  did  not  acknow- 
ledge him  for  their  God,  the  intermediate  words  are  : 
c<  the  fpirit  of  fornication  has  deceived  them,  and  they 
have  fornicated  from  their  God."  What,  does  the  idiot 
pretend  that  God  acknowledged  profeffed  idolators  for 
his  church  ?  God,  he  fays,  called  them  his  pe&ple.  True, 
what  then  ?  Does  he  know  any  people,  who  are  nor 
God's  creatures  ?  when  did  he  ceafe  to  be  the  God  of 
the  whole  earth  ?  But  God  did  not  call  them  a  holy 
people  ;  nor  did  God  fay  that  they  had  any  relation  to 
him  as  members  of  his  church.  This  is  the  cahYigatorV 
wild  conjecture,  which  he  modefHy  enough  gives  for 
authentic  fcripture.  This  is  not  a  bad  fpecimen  of  the 
proofs  adduced  from  fcripture  in  fupport  of  every  fable., 
Which  is  obtruded  on  the  credulity  of  the  uninformed 
multitude.  Thefe  men,  of  whom  the  prophet,  fpeaks, 
were  fo  far  from  being  holy,  that,  they  were  a  moft  un- 
fa ncliiied  people  :  for  the  prophet  charges  rhem  not  only 
with  idolatry,  but  with  aknoft  every  other  atrocity 
which  degrades  human  nacure  y  they  were  of  the  Jewith 
race  it  is  true,  but  not  of  the  Jewifli  church  ;  they  had 
renounced  it,  and  were  then  of  the  fynagoue  of  Satanf 
whofe  chief  reudence  was  in  Bethel,  or,  as  the  prophet 
called  it  in  derillpn,  Bethaven,  that  is,  the  houfe  of  ini- 
quity. There  were  many  members  of  the  true  church 
dilperfed  arnangft  the  ten  tribes,  which  from  the  time 
of  fchifm  effected  by  Jeroboam's  impious  policy,  were 
called  Ifrael  or  Ephraim  ;  but  they  did  not  communicate 
with  the  idolators  in  their  idolatrous  worfhip,  either  in 
Bethel,  where  they  facrificed  to  Jeroboam's  calves,  or  on 
the  tops  of  the  mountains,  where  they  facrificed  to  other 
idols  :  they  communicated  with  the  true  church  in  Je- 
rufalem,  where  victims  were  offered,  and  incenfe  burn- 
ed, to  the  true  God  in  the  temple,  according  to  the  law, 
of  Moi£§,  by  the  high  prieft,  the  defcendant  of  Aaron, 
whofe  fpiritual  authority  was  acknowledged  by  all  the 
members  of  the  true  church.    It  is  liid  of  Tobias, 
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"  when  all  went  to  the  golden  calves,  which  Jeroboam, 
king  of  Ifrael,  had  made,  he  alone  avoided  the  com- 
munion of  them  all  ;  but  he  went  to  Jerufalem  to  the 
temple  of  the  Lord,  and  there  he  adored  the  Lord  God 
ofltrael,  offering  faithfully  his  firft  fruits  and,  tithes,"— 
Tob.  i,  5.  In  the  chapter  cited  by  the  caftigator,  Juda, 
in  which  tribe  the  true  faith,  as  well  as  all  the  rites  and 
ceremonies,  by  which  all  the  members  of  the  true  church 
were  united,  under  the  reprefentative  of  Aaron,  con- 
tinued after  the  fchifm  is  clearly  diftinguifhed  from  Ifra- 
il  the  idolatrous  Conventicle  :  "  if  thou  lfrael  be  guil- 
ty of  fornication  (idolatry)  let  not  Juda  fin,  do  not  go 
into  Gilgal,  and  do  not  afcend  to  Bethhaven." — 16. 

To  this  embarrafting  queftion  :  "  if  the  church  be 
the 'affembly  of  faints,  why  do  you  feparate  youriclves 
from  it,"  the  caftigator  replies  :  "  Let  him  (this  writer) 
bethink  himfelf  whether  proteftants  feparated  themfelves, 
or  were  unjuftly  caft  out  by  the  Rornifti  church* 
When  our  anceftors  difcovered  the  abominations,  that 
were  practifed  under  the  mafk  of  religion  ought  they 
to  have  quieted  their  confciences  with  the  confideration 
that  it  was  the  church  who  did  them."  p.  142. 

This  inconfiderate  reply  convicts  them  of  unwarranta* 
ble  fchifm,  for  it  admits  that  the  Romifh  church,  as  he 
calls  it,  was  at  that  point  of  time  the  affembly  of  faints  ; 
it  was  therefore  the  church  to  which  the  promifeS 
were  made,  fo  clearly  expreflive  of  its  perpetual  and  uni 
interrupted  continuation  until  the  end  of  time,  that  the 
caftigator  himfelf  fays,  u  proteftants  are  as  ftrenuous 
fupporters  of  this  docTrine,  as  the  Rornifti  church  ;"  it 
was  the  church,  of  which  Chrift  was  the  head,  which  he 
teaches  by  his  minifters  ;  which  he  preferves  as  the  ap- 
ple of  his  eye,  fays  the  caftigator,  p.  133.  In  a  word,ic 
was  that  one  church  of  Chrift  promifed  by  the  prophets, 
founded  by  the  apoftles,  governed  by  their  fucceffors,  of 
which  the  angel  Gabriel  faid  :  "  of  it  there  will  be  no 
end." — Luke  i.  Either  it  ceafed  to  exift  at  that  point  of 
time,  or  it  continues  to  exift.    If  it  ceafed  so  exift,'  the 
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promifes  were  falfe,  and  chriftianity  an  illufion.  If  it 
continues  to  exift,  it  muft  continue  in  the  fame  form. 
This  truth  has  been  already  (hewn  to  conviction,  and 
is  a  fel£evident  truth  :  for  the  fame  church  can  no 
more  exift  under  a  different  form,  than  a  man  can  ex  ill 
under  the  form  of  an  a£s,  or  a  monarchy  under  the  form 
of  a  republic.  This  is  a  direct  proof,  which  requires 
more  fophiftical  powers  than  this  Edinburgh  caftigator^ 
atfifted  by  his  fpirit  of  divination,  pofll  ffes  to  elude.  To 
feparate  from  the  church,  to  which  the  promifes  were 
made,  and  which  in  virtue  of  thefe  promifes  mutt  enjoy 
an  uninterrupted  exiftence  until  the  confummation  of 
time,  is  fo  manifeftly  a  fchifm  that  the  man  is  divefted 
of  common  fenfe,  who  denies  it. 

Whether  thefe  his  anceliors  were  unjuftly  caft  out  of 
the  Romifh  church,  as  the  caftigator  lays,  or  feparated 
themfelves  from  it,  as  the  cforiftidn  world  knows,  he  ad- 
mits that  they  were  in  it :  for  if  they  were  not  in  it 
the  inftant  before  the  fcparation,  they  could  neither  be 
cait  oat  of  it,  nor  feparate  themfelves  from  it.  He  thus 
acknowledges  that  chefe  anceftors,  whom  he  f  )ught  a- 
rnongft  the  Huffites,  Wiclefites,  &c.  were  imaginary  : 
not  one  of  them  was  in  the  Romifh  church  at  that  time. 
And  whether  the  abominations  wi  h  which  he  charges 
the  Romifh  church  be  real  or  pretended,  he  admits  that 
fhe  was  the  church  of  Chrift  :  "  ought  they  (his  anceft. 
prs>to  have  quieted  their  confeiences  with  the  confi- 
deration  that  it  wis  the  church  who  did  them  I"  It  is 
therefore  true,  that  they  were  feparated  from  the  church 
of  Chrift,  and  confequently  from  Chrift  himfelf,  who 
Is  head  of  his  church,  and  teaches  his  church,  by  the 
minifliry  of  its  paflors  in  regular  fucceffion  from  the  a- 
poftles,  according  to  his  promife. — Matt.  ult.  And  it 
}s  equally  true,  that  the  church  of  Chriil  did  not  begin 
with  them  :  it  was  in  exiftence  fifteen  centuries  before, 
nor  was  it  continued  in  them,  for  they  had  no  prcdecet 
fors,  and  without  a  predeceflor  there  is  no  fucceilion  or 
Continuation.    Thefe  are  intuitive  truths  which  bear 
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no  reply.  However  numerous  the  partifans  or  difci- 
pies  of  thefe  his  anceftors,  who  were  unjuftly,  as  he  fays, 
cafl  out  of  the  Romifh  church,  may  be  on  the  prefent 
day,  it  is  not  difficult  to  affign  the  time  when  they  con* 
lifted  of  number  one.  Luther  pofitively;  after ts  it  :  "  at 
fir  ft  I  was  alone'9  "  primo  folus  eram"  His  panegyrift 
Tillotfon  affures  it  :  "  he  Jiood  a  long  time  alone."  The 
day,  the  hour,  even  the  inftant  before  he  began  to  dog. 
inatife,  the  church  exifting  without  interruption  was 
in  being.  All  evafions  are  vain,  fubterfuges  ridiculous  : 
wild  and  extravagant  declamations  againft  real  or  ima- 
ginary abufes,  virulent  invectives  againft  fictitious  or 
exifting  abominations  may  divert  the  uninformed  frorri 
the  true  ftate  of  the  queftion,  or  enflame  the  enthufi- 
aftic  ;  but  they  cannot  convert  truth  into  falfehood, 
nor  can  they  transform  an  impoftor  into  an  apoftle*, 
Though  many  well-meaning  men  have  been  milled,  fe- 
duced  by  the  idle  tales  of  reformation,  it  is  not  the 
lefs  true  that  their  teachers  have  been  of  the  number  of 
thefe  men,  whom  the  apoftle  Jude  graphically  defcribes  z 
*4  but  you  my  beloved  remember  the  words,  which 
were  fpoken  by  the  apoftles  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  : 
for  they  have  faid  to  you  that  in  the  latter  time  there 
will  be  impoftors,  who  will  follow  their  fenfual  defirea 
full  of  impiety  ;  thefe  are  they  who  feparate  them/elves" 
Jude  v,  1 8,  19.  This  apoftle,  appealing  to  the  authority 
of  his  fellow  apoftles,  defignates  with  the  mod  accurate 
precifion  the  characteriftic  of  all  impoftors  :  1  •  they  are/9 
fays  he  "  the  perfons  who  feparate  them/elves."  For  as  all 
the  apoftles  had  heard  jefus  Chrift  declare  that  he  would 
be  with  them  until  the  end  of  time,  Matt.  ult.  they 
rightly  concluded  that  the  fucceftlon  of  paftors  and  teach- 
ers, commenced  in  them,  muft  continue  until  the  end  of 
time,  hence  a  feparation  from  that  fucceftion,  they  taught 
the  faithful  to  confider  as  convincing  evidence  of  im- 
pofture,  and  it  is,  in  truth,  the  moft  plain  and  fimple  re. 
medy  againft  fchifm  and  herefy,  that  wifdom  can  prc- 
fcribe.    On  the  fame  principle  St.  Paul,  fpeaking  of  the 
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the  leader  of  a  party,  whom  he  emphatically  calls  a  ben- 
tic  \  for  his  d:icipleS)  though  deceived  by  him,  are  not, 
properly  fpeaking,  diflinguifliedlsy  that  epithet, fays,  that 
he  is  condemned  by  his  own  judgment  "autokatakritos 
why  fo  ?  Becaufe  as  he  appears  at  the  head  of  a  party, 
and  cannot  name  his  predeceflbr,  he  publicly  declares 
himfelf  an  innovator,  ranks  himfelf  amongft  thofe,  who 
feparate  themfelves,  butoi  eijin  bi  apodiorizontes  eautout9 
thefe  are  they  who  Separate  themfelves  ^  Jade  1 9.  His  appeal 
to  the  fcriptures  is/vain  ;  his  pretence  of  re-affuming  the 
primitive  form  of  the  church,  or  of  reinftating  the 
church  in  its  primitive  purity  is  an  illufion  :  if  he  cannot 
name  his  predeceflbr,  he  unequivocally  feparates  himfelf 
from  the  church  then  in  being.  St.  Jude  calls  him  an 
impoftor,  St.  Paul  calls  him  a  heretic  j elf  condemned.  His 
appeal  to  the  fcriptures  is  his  condemnation  s  all  impol- 
tors  have  appealed  to  the  fcriptures  :  it  is  the  laft  refource 
of  impofture  :  in  the  fcripture  there  are  many  paffages 
of  ambiguous  fignification  >  impofture  ealiiy  finds  one 
or  more  to  countenance  the  opinion,  which  it  intends 
to  difleminate  in  order  to  form  a  party,  then  gives  its 
deluded  followers  the  fenfe  which  it  lends  to  the  infpired 
writers  for  authentic  fcriptures.  This  artifice  of  impof- 
ture was  in  full  force  in  the  apoftles'  days,  and  has  con- 
tinued down  to  the  prefent  day  :  St.  Peter  fays  that  the 
writings  of  St.  Paul,  in  which  there ,are  fome  things  not 
eafiiy  underftood,  "  dujnoeta"  were  diftorted  by  the  un- 
learned and  the  unfettled  to  their  own  perdition,  wbilft 
St.  Paul  was  yet  living,  and  thefe  infatuated  men  did 
not  confine  themfelves  to  diftort  and  pervert  the  writ- 
ings of  Sc.  Paul  :  for  Peter  fays  that  they  diftorted 
the  other  fcriptures  alfo,  Pet.  2-  iii.  16.  The  precaution* 
which  the  apofiles  prefcribed  againft  this  artifice  of  in  ~ 
pofture  was  limple  and  effectual  :  u  but  you  my  beloved 
,  remember  the*\vords  which  were  fpoken  by  the  apofiles 
of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  for  they  have  faid  to  you,  that 
in  the  latter  time  there  will  be  impoiiors,  who  will  fol- 
low their  fenfual  defires,  "  Epithumias"  full  of  impiety  : 
'  N    ^  trjeje 
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ibefe  are ythey,  who  fef  urate  ibemfelves.—Jude  19.  By  this 
fimple  rule,  all  impoftors  have  been  detecled  and 
confounded  from  Nicolas,  one  of  the  deacons,  and  Si- 
mon, the  magician,  whofeparated  themfelves  from  the 
church  in  the  apoftles  days,  down  to  John  Knox,  of 
trumpeting  memory.  However-  a  feci:  might  have  in- 
creafed  in  the  courfe  of  time,  or  whatever  length  of  time 
it  might  have  continued,  there  was.  a  time,  and  this 
time  was  not  forgotten,  when  it  con  lifted  of  the  leader, 
and  the  few,  who  adopted  his  opinions  :  thus  for  in- 
fiance,  though  the  Arians  had  rapidly  fpread  their  opini- 
ons over,  many  provinces  in  the  Eall  and  the  Weft*  and 
had  numbered  many  princes. and  prelates  in  their  com- 
munion, yet  there  was.  a  time  when  the  feci:  confifted  of 
Arius  himfelf,  the  founder,  and  the  few  who  adopted  his 
Opinions  -9  when  Alexander,  patriarch  of  Alexandria, 
told  Eufebius,  of  Nicomedia,  that  he  thought  the  whole 
church  confined  within  his  own  perfon,  and  two  or  three 
more  of  his  faclion— -Epi.  1  &  2,  ant.  Con.  Nic.  ; 
when  the  few  feduced  by  that  arcLimpoftor  were 
known  by  their  names;  feven  or  eight  deacons,  and 
three  or .  four  biihops,  who  were  immediately  ana* 
thematifed  by  their  patriarch  at  the  head  of  one 
hundred,  biihops  o£  Lybia,  and  again  more  folemn- 
ly  by  the  council ,  of.  Nice.  What  the  patriarch 
faid  at,  that  time  the  catholic,  church  repeats :  "  we 
know  but  one  catholic  and  apoftoiieal .  church,  which 
cannot  be  deftroyed  by  the  united  . efforts,  of  the  world 
combined againft  it,  and  before  it  all  herelies  mufl  fall." — 
Eplf.  2.  ad  om.  Epif.  The  fame  is  true  of  the  Neftorians  ; 
though  their  opinions  fpread  like  wild  fire  through  the 
eaft,  and  a  vaft  extent  of  country  is  yet  infecled  with  their 
i  errors,  yet  there  was  a  lime,  when  the  feci  was  compofed 
of  Neftorius  himiclf,,and  one  man,  whom  he  engaged 
to  preach  in.  his  cathedral  of  Conftaminople  where  the 
people  heard  him.  with  horror  ;  a  time  when  Dalmatius 
faid  to  the  emperor  :  "  will  you  liften  to  one  impious 
man  rather  than  to  fix  thoufand  bifhops  r- ' — Ap.  Dal. 
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ad.  Theo.  Thus  without  farther  difcuflion  all  im* 
poftures  are  detected,  the  founder  of  the  feci  ceafes  to 
believe  the  faith,  which  he  himfelf  profeffed  to  believe, 
the  faith  in  which  he  was  baptifed,  feparates  himfelf, 
and  by  the  very  fact  condemns  himfelf.  See  Tertullian's 
reafoning  on  the  {\ihject.~— Remarks,  p.  141. 

The  Caftigator,  whpfe  confcience  feems  to  be  of  an  ac- 
commodating texture,  if  we  may  judge  from  the 
fpecimen  before  us  :  it  permits  him  to  falfify  the  fcrip- 
tures  \  to  garble  the  fathers  ;  to  afperfe  t  he  memory  of 
the  dead,  of  whom  he  knows  nothing,  in  order  to  bring 
an  odium  on  the  living,  to  whom  he  infidioufly  in> 
putes  doctrines  which  they  deteft  \  thinks  that  his  an- 
ceftors  ought  not  to  quiet  their  corfciences  feeing  the 
abominations  which  the  church  did,  p.  142.  If  they 
themfelves  were  not  guilty  of  thefe  abominations,  the 
writer  fees  no  reafon  for  that  pretended  anxiety  of  con- 
fcience :  monftrous  crimes  are  daily  committed  for  which 
the  guilty  are  perfonally  accountable,  not  the  innocent  ; 
the  crimes  and  exceffes  of  many  minifters  of  the  Jjewifti 
church  were  public  and  atrocious  in  Jeremiah's  days  5 
he  inveighed  mod  bitterly  againft  the  crimes  of  the 
princes,  the  priefts  and  the  people  ;  but  he  did  not  fe* 
parate  himfelf  from  the  communion  of  the  church  :  he 
communicated  with  them  very  priefts,  whom  he  cen- 
tered in  the  temple,  arfifted  at  their  facrifices  ar*d  public 
offices,  endeavoured  to  reclaim  them,  but  did  not  pre- 
fume  to  reform  the  faith  of  their  church  or  withdraw 
himfelf  from  the  temporal  jurifdiclion  of  the  prince,  or 
the  fpiritual  authority  of  the  high  prieft.  The  prophet 
Samuel  did  not  feparate  himfelf  from  the  communion  of 
Hell's  two  fons,  who  miniftered  in  the  temple  under 
their  father,  though  their  con  duel:  in  the  miniftry  was 
notorioufly  fcandalous ;  nor  did  he  prefume  to  change 
the  order  of  the  priefthood  on  that  account :  for  we  find 
Achias  brother  to  Achitob,  fon  to  Phineas  one  of  thefe 
wicked  priefts,  high  prieft:  in  Saul's  days.— -ift  Sam.  xiv. 
3.    The  minifters  of  the  temple  were  corrupt  in  Herod's 
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days,  yet  the  Raptift's  father  did  not  feparate  himfeif 
from  their  communion,  on  the  contrary  he  miniftered 
with  them  ;  nor  did  the  venerable  Simeon  withdraw 
himfeif  from  the  temple  :  he  was  there  when  the  virgin 
came  to  prefent  her  fon  according  to  the  law,  and  the 
prophetefs  Anna  daughter  to  Phanuel  did  not  depart 
from  the  temple,  ferving  God  night  and  day,  with 
fading  and  prayer  in  a  ftate  of  widowhood  from  her 
early  days,  Luke  ii,  36,  that  is,  ferving  God  by  all  thefe 
unprofitable  aufteriiies,  and  norjcnfical  rites  which  Luther 
and  his  affociates  renounced,  and  which  this  caftigator 
hates,  as  do  all  the  fons  of  Epicurus* 

Finally,  the  Saviour  himfeif,  though  he  fevercly  cen- 
fured  the  doctors  of  the  law,  the  Scribes  and  Pharifees, 
continued  to  communicate  with  them  in  the  temple,  un- 
til the  clofe  of  his  mortal  life.  He  acknowledged  that  the 
fource  of  true  religion  was  in  Jerufakm  ;  that  the  true 
faith  was  there,  not  elfewhere  ;  ihough  the  fchifrn  of  Sa- 
maria had  commenced  immediately  after  the  death  of 
Solomon,  and  had  continued  under  different  princes  du- 
ring a  fpace  of  one  thoufand  years,  the  Saviour  did  not 
the  lefs  condemn  it :  in  his  aniwer  to  the  Samaritan  wo- 
man he  laid  :  "  you  (the  Samaritans)  adore  what  you 
do  not  know  ;  we  (the  Jews)  adore  what  we  know,  be* 
(anfe  falvation  is  frsm  the  Jews/*  John  iv,  22.  M  And 
when  he  healed  the  lepers  he  fent  the  Samaritan  to  the 
priefts  in  Jerufalem,  as  well  as  the  Jews,,?  Luke  xvii,  14. 

This  delicacy  of  confcience,  which  would  not  permit 
the  caftigator's  anceftors  to  continue  in  the  church  of 
Rome,  though  confeffedly  the  true  church  at  the  time, 
feems  to  be  of  a  fading  nature  :  it  was  difcoloured 
when  Luther,  offended  at  the  oppoHtion  of  the  Zuingli- 
ans  to  his  doctrine  of  the  real  prefence,  bellowed  on 
them  with  a  liberality  bordering  on  profufion  thefe  fa- 
vourite epithets  which  he  had  in  referve  for  the  pope, 
fuch  as  damned  fellows  who  dragged  others  to  hell ;  fenfelefs 
fellows ,  worthlejs  damned  mijcreants  for.  whom  it  was  not 
l&wful  U  pray,  encircling  the  Zuinglians  with  devils 
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within  and  without,  above  and  below,  behind  and  be- 
fore, to  the  right  and  the  left,,  T.  2.  f.  305.  The  Zuing- 
Hans  ,  in  return,  called  him  new  Pope,  nawAntichrift^  they 
publHhed  a  work  yet  extant  w&icH;  they  entitled  i  .Againft- 
tlx  vain  andfcandalous  calumnies  of  Luther.  In  it  they  fay  i 
that  people,  muil  be  as  fenfelefa  as  he,  to  bear  his  extra- 
vaganee,  that  he, dishonoured  his  old  age,  made  hirnfelf 
contemptible  by  his  violence;  that  he  ought  to,  be, 
afhamed  tp  fill  hia.  book  with  fo  many  offenfive  exipreflj- 
ons,  and  6>  many  devils,  In  truth  he  has  left  us  fome 
anecdotes  which  intimate^that  he  was  extremely  familiar 
with  the  fpirit  of  daristxefs  :  he  fays  :  "  believe  me  I, 
know  the  devil  well,  yea  very  well,"  Tom.  2.  Ed.  Jena 
fol.  77.  In  an  epiftle  to  the  Eledor  of  Saxony  he  fays  : 
<A  the  devil  fome  times  dances  through  my  brain  fo  that;! 
lean  neither  write,  nor  read,"  Tom.  5  p.  485.  In. 
another  place  he  fays  :  "  fometimes  he  walks  with  me  in 
the  bed;  chamber,  when  I  am  with  men  he  does  not  hurt 
me,  but  when  he  finds  me  alone  he  teaches  me  manners," 
Col  men,  ft  ^5.  "  I  have,"  fays  he,  ,6  elfewhere,  a 
couple  of  wonderful  devils  by  whom  1  am  diligently  and 
attentively  watched  :  they  are  not  vulgar,  but  great 
demons^  yea  amongft  the  devils  they  are  great  doctors 
in  theology,"  ibid%  f.  231.  If  we  believe  htm  this  Tpirit 
of  darknefs  flept  with  him  more  clofely  and  more  fre-, 
quently  than  his  wife  Catharine  Boree,  "  Diabolus  mult* 
frequent  ius  et-  proprius,  mi  hi  accubare folet  quam  mea  Cat  ha*  . 
rinay9i  ibid.  f.  2 19.  The  difcipks.  of  Ztuinglius,  were  ; 
therefore  jutlified  in  faying  that  he  ought  to  be  aihamed 
of  filling  his  works  with  fo  many  devils.  Luther's  deli- 
cacy of  confeience  mud  have  been  fomethingjmore  thai*  5 
faded  when  he  and  his  friends  and  fellow  reformers 
Philip  Melanclvn,  Martin  Bucer,  Anthont  Qoryin,  Adam 
John  Leningue,  Ju/lus  Win ferte  and  Denis  Melanter,  autho^ 
rifed  the  Landgrave  of  HefTe  to  cohabit  with  his  two, 
wives  at  the  fame  time— See  Review  p.  131. 

We  cannot  but  admire  the  tendernefs  of  thefe  men's 
confcien.ee>  which  would  not  permit  them,  to  continue 
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In  the  Romifh  church  feeing  the  abominations,  which 
they  faw  ;  of  thefe,  however,  the  greateft  would  have 
efcaped  Luther's  notice,  if  that  fpirit  of  darknefs,  with 
whom  he  was  fowell  acquainted,  had  not  informed  him. 
—See  his  conference  with  the  fiend.  Review,  p.  130. 

Zuinglius  too  fuffered  great  anguifti  of  mind  whjlft 
he  continued  parimprrefl  of  Notre  Danie  des  Hermites, 
in  the  canton  of  Zurich  ;  but  the  Reformation  having 
relieved  him  from  unprofitable  aufierities,  nonfenfical  rites , 
and  all  religious  reftraints,  which  the  fimplicity  of  the 
apoftles,  and  their  immediate  fucceffors,  thought  necef- 
fary  for  the  fanclification  of  the  minifters  of  the  church  ; 
and  the  rkh  young  widow  having  cheered  his  fpirits, 
depreffed  by  thefe  abominations,  his  anxiety  fubfided  ; 
his  confcience  was  dilated  ;  he  could  then  join  in  com- 
munion with  Hercules,  Thefeus,  Numa,  and  all  the  gods 
and  heroes  of  fable. — See  Review,  p.  132.  The  writer 
is  left  to  conjecture,  whether  this  Edinburgh  cafiigator 
dates  his  pedigree  from  Luther  or  Zuinglius  ;  but  as 
he  calls  himfelf  a  proteftant,  and  fays  that  his  anceftors 
were  caft  out  of  the  Romifti  church,  he  mull  of  all  neceffi- 
ty  date  from  either  the  one  or  the  other  :  for  it  is  in- 
controvertibly  true,  that  they  have  been  the  firfl  foun- 
ders of  the  two  grand  divifions  of  the  Reformation  5 
and,  however  numerous  or  difcordant  the  fub-divifions, 
they  muft  all  date  from  this  fixed  point. 

This  boafted  tendernefs  of  confcience,  is  well  defcribed 
by  Erafmus,  a  cotemporary  writsr,  who  was  in  the  con- 
fidence of  the  party,  though  he  did  not  think  proper  to 
unite  with  them.  "  What  fort  of  an  evangelical  race  is 
this  V\  faid  he,  "  never  was  any  thing  feen  more  licen- 
tious, more  feditious,  or  lefs  evangelical  than  thefe  pre- 
tended Gofpellers,  they  retrench  vigils  and  offices  of 
night  and  day  ;  becaufe  they  are,  fay  they,  Pharifaical 
fu perditions  ;  but  they  ought  to  replace  them  with  fome- 
thing  better.  They  ought  not  to  become  Epicurians 
to  avoid  Judaifm,  they  eradicate  inftead  of  weeding  ; 
they  fet  fire  to  the  houfe  inftead  of  {weeping  it.  Luxury, 
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debauchery,  adultery  are  multiplied  more  thane\'er; 
there  is  no  rule,  no  difcipline,  the  people  indocile,  difo* 
bedient,  having  rejected  the  yoke  of  their  fuperiors,  will 
believe  no  body  ;  in  this  confufed  licentioufnefs  Luther 
will  foon  have  to  regret  what  he  called  the  tyranny  of 
bifhops." 

He  reproached  them  with  the  malice  of  Capiton,  the 
malignant  (lander  of  Fare!  and  Oecolampadiu^  at  whofe 
table  he  lived,  and  whofe  arrogance  he  neither  could 
bear  nor  fupprefs,  he  reproached  them  with  the  vio- 
lence of  Zuinglius  and  Luther,  who  fometiiries  affected 
the  air  of  an  apoftle,  and  immediately  after  descended 
to  the  lowed  buffoonery  5  the  other?,  whom  he  knew 
were  not  better,  L.  xxxi.  Thefe  men  fo  conscientious 
ought  not  to  quiet  their  confeiences  feeing  the  abomi- 
nations of  the  Romifti  church,  fo  they  diimiffed  her 
from  their  communion  !  Half  a  dozen  profligate  and 
perjured  monks  difmiffed  from  their  communion  more 
than  one  hundred  millions  of  Chriftians,  who  acknow* 
ledged  the  fpiritual  jurifdiclion  of  the  See  of  Rome  !  Yes, 
juft  as  the  (hip  difmiffes  the  more,  or  as  the  bucket  of 
water  difmiffes  the  river. 

His  anceftors,  the  caftigator  fays,  only  imitated  the 
conduct  of  the  firft  difciples  of  Chrift,  who  were  caft 
out  of  the  Jewilh  fynagogue.  Is  it  not  ft  range  that 
his  fpirit  of  divination  Ihould  pafs  unnoticed  Come 
hundreds  of  feels,  which  have  fhared  the  fame  fate, 
and  fix  on  one  which  has  nothing  in  common  with 
his  anceftors  ?  The  firft  difciples  of  vChrift  did  not 
pretend  to  reform  the  Jewifh  Church  ;  they  did  not 
charge  the  Priefts  with  teaching  errors  in  faith  :  on  the 
contrary  from  the  faith  of  that  church,  founded  on  the 
prophecies,  for  the  authenticity  of  which  that  Church 
anfwered,  they  mewed  that  the  rites  and  ceremonies  of 
the  mofaic  law,  were  temporary,  and  mult  have  an  end. 
wSt.  Paul,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  vii  and  viii,  invin- 
cibly demonftrates  that  the  Jewifh  Priefthood  muft  be 
transferred,  and  confequently  that  the  Jewilh  Law  muft 
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ceafe  i  becaufe  all  its  facraments,  facrifices,  rites  and 
ceremonies,  of  which  the  Priefts  were  the  minifters.  mull 
ceafe  with  their  miniftry.  Did  his  anceftors  fhew  by 
any  document  whatsoever  that  the  Priefthood  of  the  new 
Law  was  to  be  transferred  ?  That  all  its  rites  and  cere- 
monies  were  to  ceafe  with  its  miniftry  ?  Does  the  Pro- 
phecy of  Jeremiah,  on  which  St.  Paul  refted  an  irre- 
fiftible  proof  that  a  new  covenant  would  fucceed  the  old, 
fay  that  this  new  covenant  would  itfelf  be  Tucceeded  by 
another?  What  Prophet  or  Apoftle  has  predicted  a 
ceftation  of  the  Law  of  .Grace?  A  trariflation  of  the 
Priefthood  ?  A  fuppreffion  of  its  rites  and  ceremonies  ? 
Hi$ .anceftors,  therefore,  did  not  imitate  the  difciples  of 
Chrift  :  for  if  they  withdrew  their  obedience  from  the 
Jewifh  priefthood,  it  was  becaufe  its  authority  was 
transferred  and  their  Obedience  with  it  %  but  his  an- 
ceftors withdrew  their  obedience  from  a  priefthood, 
which  was  not  then,  nor  ever  vvill  be  transferred.  This 
may  be  a  fubjecr  of  meditation  for  this  Edinburgh  caf- 
tigator  in  his  ferious  moments. 

This,  though  an  effential  difference  between  his  an- 
ceftors and  the  difciples  of  Chrift,  is  not  the  only  one  : 
the  firft  paftors  of  the  Chriftian  church  were  not  priefts 
of  the  Jewifh  church,  they  derived  no  fpiritual  powers 
or  authority  whatever  from  it ;  nor  were  they  fent  by 
their  Divine  Mafter  to  reform  the  fynagogue  :  they 
were  fent  by  him,  not  to  reform  a  church  which  no 
longer  exifted,  but  to  form  a  church,  in  the  formation 
of  which  he  himfelf  promifed  to  aflift,  againft  which 
he  faid  that  the  powers  of  darknefs  would  never  prevail  j 
a  church  which  has  enjoyed  and  will  continue  to  enjoy 
an  uninterrupted  exiiience  until  the  end  of  time,  fo 
fays  the  caftigator.  To  form  this  church  he  ordered 
them  to  teach  and  baptife  ;  their  authority  therefore 
to  teach  and  baptife  was  not  derived  from  the  jewifh 
priefthood,  nor  from  the  Jewifh  people,  nor  from  any 
other  civil  or  ecclefiaftical  power  on  earth,  it  was  con* 
ferred  by  h*m  in  whom  all  fpiritual  authority  refides,  as 
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in  its  fource  ;  by  Jefus  Chrift  the  High  Prieft,  wha 
was  inftituted  by  an  oath,  as  St.  Paul  fays,  Heb.  vii, 
viii,  the  Great  Shepherd  of  the  flock,  and  through  them 
it  defcends  to  their  fucceffors  in  office,  and  will  conti- 
nue without  interruption  until  the  end  of  time — Ano- 
ther fubject  of  meditation  for  this  caftigating  paftor. 
His  anceftors  were  priefts  of  the  Chriilian  church,  or- 
dained in  it  according  to  the  rites  of  primitive  inftitu- 
tion,  were  baptifed  in  it,  had  promifed  obedience  to 
it,  derived  from  it  all  authority  to  teach  and  baptife  ; 
they  withdrew  their  promifed  obedience ;  feparated 
themfelves  from  it  ;  literally  verified  the  prediction  of 
St,  Judeand  his  fellow  apoftles,  faying  :  "  in  the  latter 
time  there  wiil  be  impoftors  :  thefe  are  they  who  fepa- 
rate  themfelves. "  This  is  a  fecond  and  ftriking  differ- 
ence between  his  anceftors  and  the  difciples  of  Jefus 
Chrift. 

There  is  another  difference,  which  may  have  efcaped 
the  notice  of  this  paftor,  whofe  chief  care  is  the  pro- 
pagation of  the  human  fpeces  :  the  firft  difciples  re- 
nounced all  things  to  follow  Jefus  Chrift  :  "  behold, 
faid  Peter,  we  'have  forfake.n  all  things,"  Matt.  xix. 
They  literally  reduced  to  praclife  that  advice,  which  the 
Saviour  gave  the  young  man,  ibid.  "  if  you  defire  to  be 
perfect,  go,  fell  all  your  pofTeflipns  and  give  to  the  poor  ; 
and  you  will  have  a  treafure  in  Heaven,  and  come  and 
follow  roc."  It  does  not  appear  that  che  Saviour  di reel- 
ed him  to  go  and  take  a  wife  ;  or  to  retain  a  certain 
portion  of  his  pofTeffions  for  the  fupport  of  a  wife  and 
family  ;  he  was  therefore  clearly  of  opinion,  that  perfecti- 
on was  attainable,  without  the  practice  of  that  new 
modelled  virtue,  which  confifts  in  propagating  the  hu* 
man  fpecies. 

The  caftigator's  venerable  anceftors  inftrucled  by  that 
fpirit,  of  which  this  venerable  paftor  inherits  a  double 
portion,  difcovered  that  the  apoftles  were  dupes  ;  that  the 
Saviour  himfelf  was  either  deceived,  or  a  deceiver  ;  that 
to  have  forfaken  all  things  to  follow  Chrift  was  an  abomi- 
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nation  y  and  that  perfection  was  not  attainable  without 
the  pra>life  of  that  virtue,  for  which  antiquity  knew  no 
name.  Thus  enlightened  they  publicly  refumed  all  thefe 
good  things,  which  they  had  folemnly  renouncedi 

Finally,  the  difciples,  did  not  enrich  themfelves  by 
the  plunder  of  the  Jewifh  fynagogues  ;  they  did  not  ap- 
propriate to  themfelves,  to  their  wives  or  their  daugh- 
ters, the  ornaments  of  idols  ;  they  did;  not  tempt  the 
avarice  of  princes  by  the  pillage  of  temples;  nor  en- 
courage their  fenfuality  by  authorising  polygamy  contra- 
ry to  the  injunction  of  their  Divine  Matter  ;  that  the 
anceftors  of  this  caftigator  have  plundered  convents, 
monafteries,  and  churches,  that  they  and  their  difciples 
have  enriched  themfelves  with  the  funds,  which  the  piety 
of  our  anceftors  had  devoted  to  the  fupport  of  religious 
communities  is  a  fact,  which  the  world  knows  ;  a  faci- 
al teiled  by  the  truly  venerable  ruins  of  thefe  ancient 
monuments  of  true  piety.  The  writer  is  at  a  lofs  to  dis- 
cover any  one  trait  of  refemblance  between  the  boaftcd 
anceftors  of  this  caftigator  and  the  immediate  difciples  of 
Jefus  Chrift. 

In  his  next  page  he  reafons  with  Bellarmine,  who  fays, 
that  the  true  church  only  fubfifts  where  there  is  an  union 
of  the  members  with  the  head  :  he  concludes  from  this 
that  the  church  is  annihilated  by  the  demife  of  the  pope, 
Bellarmine  would  ixply  that  without  fome  bond  ot  union 
there  is  no  fociety  at  all  ;  that  a  moral  body  poiTefTed  of 
inherent  powers  to  eonftitute  a  prefident  is  not  affected 
by  the  death  or  phyfical  deftruction  of  fuch  preftdent  ; 
but  if  the  body  itfelf  be  deftitute  of  fuch  a  power  then  it 
ceafes  to  be  a  moral  body,  it  ceafes  to  exrft ;:  for  a  moral 
body  can  no  more  exift  without  a  moral  head,  or  an  in- 
herent power  of  conftituting  fuch  head,  than  a  natural 
body  can  exift  without  a  natural  head.  Bellarmine  would 
tell  h  im  that  there  is  this  difference  between  a  natural 
and  a  moral  body  ;  that  in  the  natural  body  the  phyfi- 
cal deftruction  of  the  head,  deftroys  the  individual,  be- 
caufe  there  is  no  inherent  power  in  the  natural  body  to 
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remftate  the  head,  whereas  the  phyfical  definition  o£, 
any  member,  does  not  deftroy  the  moral  body  whilft  its 
inherent  power  of  reinftating  that  member  continues 
entire,  and  hence  he  would  conclude,  that  in  the  new  mo- 
delled fyftem  of  this  caftigator,  there  can  be  nothing  like 
9  chriftian  church  ;  why  fo  ?  Becaufe  there  is  no  bond  of 
Bnion,  thereisno  one  falth^oh  man  forms  his  own  opinion; 
there  is  no'prefident  veiled  with  fpiritual  authority  nor 
any  inherent  power  of  conftituting  him,,  for  they  neither 
individually,  nor  collectively  poffefs  any  fpiritual  autho- 
rity ;  that  muft  of  all  neceility  defcend  from  Jefus  Chrift? 
through  his  apoftles  and  their  fucceffors  in  office  ;  for 
though  all  civil  power  be  originally  veiled  in  fociety  by 
its  author  as  indifpenfably  neceffary  for  its  fupport,  and 
may  of  courfe  be  conferred  by  the  people  on  their  firft 
^magift rate,  and  his  minifters,  becaufe  in  that  quality 
they  are  the  creatures  of  the  people,  yet  the  people  can 
confer  no  authority  whatfoever  on  Jefus  Chrift,  or  his 
minifters  :  for  they  are  not  the  creatures-  of  the  people. 
Jefus  Chrift  is  in  himfelf,  and  by  himfelf  Sovereign  of 
his  Kingdom  ;  the  people  who  compofe  his  Kingdom  are 
chofen  by  him  5  he  is  not  appointed  or  conftituted  King 
by  them ;  they  confer  no  powers  on  him  ;  all  powers^ 
neceffary  for  the  government  of  his  kingdom,  that  is, 
Iiis  church,  are  vefted  in  him,  and  muft  be'  derived  from 
him,  the  people  neither  appoint  nor  conftitute  his  mini- 
fters :  for  they  are  not  the  creatures  of  the  people,  as 
he  himfelf  is  not  the  creature  of  the  people  ;  his  mi- 
nifters  therefore  muft  be  appointed  by  himfelf,  muft 
receive  all' powers 'of  teaching"  and  feeding  fm  flock, 
from  himfelf;  and  this  power,  originally  conferred  by 
him  on  the  firft  paftors  of  his  flock,  muft  be  continued 
in  their  fucceffors  appointed  according  to  his  inftitution, 
w  hilft  his  flock  continues  to  exift  in  this  fublunary  world, 
that  is,  until  time  fhall  be  no  more ,  hence  it  follows  that 
all  teachers  and  paftors,  felf-conftituted,  though  admitted 
by  the  people,  or  elected  and  conftituted  by  the  people, 
may  be  the  minifters  of  the  people,  but  they  are  not,  nor 
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can  they  be,  the  miniftersi  of  Jefus  Chrift,  they  have, 
not,  nor  can  they  have,  any  fpiritual  powers  or  authori- 
ty whatfoever  in  the  Spiritual  Kingdom  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
for  this  fimple  but  irrefiftible  reafon,  which  the  writer 
orce  more  repeats,  becaufe  the  people  have  conferred  no 

powers  on  Jefu*  Chrift,  nor  can  they  on  his  minifters  y 
Jefus  Chrift  receives  no  laws  from  his  people  ;  they  muft: 
receive  laws  from  him,  and  thefe  lawTs  muft  be  taught 
and  enforced  not  by  their  minifters,  but  by  his.  Againft 
this  reafoning  all  declamation  is  vain  •  it  precludes  eva- 
fion,  the  underftanding  muft  be  horribly  perverted 
which  refufes  its  aiTent.  This  is  the  reply  which  Bel- 
larmine  would  make,  and  though  it  may  not  befatis- 
faclory  to  preaching  weavers,  and  tailors,  and  tinkers, 
&c.  who  obtrude  their  nonfenfe  on  a  credulous  popu- 
lace, it  is  not  the  lefs  folid,  the  lcfs  founded  in  truth, 
and  common  fenfe. 

In  the  next  paragraph  heafks  where  was  the  church  be- 
fore the  council  of  Trent  ?  To  which  the  writer  replies 
it  W2,s  then  where  it  is  now,  the  church  of  ail  nations,  it 
is  not  circumfcribed  by  geographical  dimenfions,  nor 
limited  by  ages.*  It  does  not  refemble  thofe  ephemeraL 
fe^cts,  .which  occasionally  appear,  and  are  confined  to 
certain  diftrich,  of  which  the  world  never  hears.  Is  the 
man  fo  unaccountably  ignorant  as  not  to  know,  what 
every  proteftant  fchool  boy  knows,  that  the  Council  of 
Trent  fo  far  from  making  any  alteration  in  the  ancient 
(aith  or  form  of  the  Church  confirmed  them  by 
its  deciilons :  and  anathematifed  the  errors  and  pa- 
radoxes of  Luther  and  his  reforming  allociates,  as 
their  anceftors  in  the  CounciL  of  Nice  condemned 
the  errors  of  Ariur.,  as  in  the  Council  of  Ephefus 
they  condemned  the  errors  of  Neftorius,  and  in  the 
Council  of  Chalcedon  the  dreams  of  Eutyches,  thus  have 
the  ravings  of  all  Reformats  been  condemned  by  the 
pallors  of  Chrift's  'Church,  literally  verifying  the  pro. 
phecy  of  Ifaias  :  "  every  tongue  which  riles  in  judg- 
ment againft  thee  thou  fhak  condemn. " 
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To  his  query,  if  Leo  the  Great  was  for  receiving  the 
eucharift  only  in  one  kind  ?  The  writer  replies  :  that 
in  Leo's  days,  and  before  them,  the  eucharift  was  received 
indifferently  urvderone,  or  both  kinds  by  the  faithful  \: 
that  then  as  well  as  now  the  eucharin\was  received  under 
both  kinds  by  the  officiating  minifter..   Of  this  truth, 
the  pillage,  which  Illyricus  garbled  from  Leo's  fourth 
fermon  on  the  Lent,  (to  which  this  cafligator  feems  to, 
allude*  though  he  does  not  cite  it,  unwilling  perhaps  to 
inform  his  difciphes  that  this  unprofitable  auflerily  was  ob- 
ferved.in  the  primitive  church)  is  fufficient  evidence  :  in  ic 
that  venerable  pontiff  directs  the  people  to  obferve  thofe, 
who  never  received  the  cup.   The    Manicheans,  who 
had  fled  from  Carthage,  when  taken  by  the  Vandals  in 
439,  took  refuge  in  Rome  ;  to  evade  the  feverity  of  the 
imperial  laws,   they  concealed  their  impiety  <>  feigned 
themfelves  Catholics,  with  them  received  the  communi- 
on  in  the  churches,  but  never  under  the  fpecies  of 
wine  :  becaufe  they  thought  wine  the  gall  of  the  dragon, 
created  by  the  devil ;  if  it  had  not  been  cuRomary  to 
make  the  communion  under  the  fpecies  of  bread  alone, 
the  pope*s  direction  would  have  been  ufelefs :  they  would 
have  been  detected  on  their  fir  ft  appearance  at  the  holy 
table,  many  of  them,  were  by  this  precaution  detected; 
and  confefled  in  prefence  of  the  niofi  illutirious  fenato^ 
fome  horrible  impieties  and  abominations.— LgQ.  Ep.  15.;. 
ad  Tun    The  fame  order  was  renewed  by  Gelafi us  in, 
496  for  the  fame  reafon  ;  but  when  the  Manicheans  ceafed 
to  infeft  the  churches,  thefe  orders  became   ufelefs  and 
ceafed  by  difufe,  generally  all  laws  oqcafionedby  circum- 
ftances  ceafe  to  oblige,  when  the  circum (lances,  on  which, 
they  are  founded,  ceafe  to  exift. 

An  irreflftible  proof  of  this  truth,,  is  taken  from  the 
ancient  practice  of  the  Greek  church  :  in  that  church 
during  the  whole  Lent,  the  facrifice  was  offered  but  oa 
Saturdays  and  Sundays,  on  thefe  days  the  eucharift  was 
referved  under  the  fpecies  of  bread  alone,  and  received 
u#der  that  ibcdes  folely  the  other  days  of  the  week. 
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"This  they  called  pmfanftified.    The  fame  cuftom  was  al- 
ways obferved,  and  continues  yet  in  the  Latin  Church, 
on  Good  Friday.    The  cuftorn  of  the  Greeks  is  menti- 
oned in  the  Council  of  Laodicea,  can.  49,  and  by  the 
Council  of  Trull,  can.  52.     The  cuftom  of  t::ie  Latin 
church  is  mentioned  by  Innocent  ill,  Epis-  1.  cap.  4, 
The  writei  adds  one  proof  more,  which  bears  no  reply  : 
the  eucharift  in  the  primitive  church  was  given  to  the 
faithful,  that  when  through  the  violence  of  perfecution 
they  could  not  meet  in  their  oratories,  they  might  make 
the  communion  at  home  ;  but  under  the  fpecies  of  win6 
it  was  never  given  but  from  the  chalice  by  the  pried  or 
his  deacon,  this  is  attefted  by  all  ecclefiaftical  hiftory, 
even  Kemnitz  admits  it,  but  ridiculoufly  endeavours  to 
elude  the  force  of  truth,  by  faying  that  they  who  re* 
ceived  the  communion  under  the  fpecies  of  bread  at 
home,  received  it  under  the  fpecies  of  wine  in  the  church. 
This  attempt  at  evafion,  if  true,  would  only  prove  that 
the  communion  was  made  indifferently  under  the  fpe- 
cies of  wine,  as  under  the  fpecies  of  bread  :  for  it  could 
not  be  the  fame  communion  that  was  made  one  day  in  j 
the  church  and  fome  days  after  at  home. 

Our  cafligator  continues  his  queries  :  would  Gregory 
the  Great  fupport  the  worfhip  of  images  ?  Never  was 
man  fo  unlucky  in  his  felection  of  Fathers  for  the  con- 
demnation of  popery  :  there  are  no  monuments  more 
authentic  than  thefe  which  atteft  Gregory's  veneration, 
for  the  faints,  their  relicks,  and  their  images  ;  when  be 
fent  Auftin,  the  monk,  to  England  to  attempt  the  con- 
verfion  of  our  idolatrous  anceftors,  he  gave  him  many 
rich  veftments,  vefTels  and  relicks.  The  original  inven- 
tory made  by  Thomas  of  Elenham  in  the  reign  of  Henry 
V.  is  faid  to  be  preferved  in  the  Harleian  library, — fee 
Butler  in  the  life  of  Gregory  ;  he  fent  to  Theodolinda, 
queen  of  the  Lombards,  a  particle  of  the  holy  crofs  to  be 
worn  about  the  neck  of  her  infant  fon.  In  his  letter  to 
that  princcfs,  dated  in  January,  6o^,  Seventh  Indiclion, 
he  fays  :  "  I  fend  to  the  prince  Adeodalde,  your  fon,  a 
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crofs,  with  fome  of  the'woodof  the  true  crofs,  and  a  gofpel 
in  a  Perfian  box  ;  he  fent  to  the  emprefs  Conftantiria  a 
veil,  in  Latin  called  brandeum^  which  had  touched  the 
bodies, of  the  apoftles,  faying,  that ;  miracles  had  been 
wrought  by  iu.ch  relicks— L.  iv,  Epif.  30.    At  Cagliari, 
a  wealthy  Jew  had  embraced  the  chriftian  rejigion^but 
retaining  fomething  of  the  Jew  he  feiied  the  fynagogue, 
placed  111  it  ah  image  of  the  Virgin  Mary  and  a  Crofs. 
On  complaint  of  the  Jews,  Greg  r  y  ordered  the  fyna- 
gogue  to  be  reftored.  Saving  previoufly  removed  the 
image  and  croLwitb  due  veneration  :  u  Jublatd  exinde.  qua 
•par  eft  vsneratione  imagine  et  cruce.iy—\u.  9,  Epi.  6.  Secun- 
dums, a  man  of  remarkable  piety,  god- father  to  the  young 
prince  Adeodaide,  prayed  Gregory  to  fend  him  fome  de- 
vout pictures  ;  in  his  anfwer  Gregory  fays  :  "  we  have 
lent  you  two  cloths  containing  the  piclure  of  God  our 
Saviour,  and  of  Mary  the  holy  mother  of  God,  and  of 
the  bleffed  apoftles.  Peter  and  Paul,  and  one  crofs,  and  for 
a  benediction  a  key  which  has  been  applied  to  the  rrioft 
holy  body  of  St*  Peter,  prince  of  the  apoftles,  that  you 
in  ay  remain  defended  from  the  .enemy."  .  Thefe  words 
are  cited  by  Paul,  the  deacon,  and  by  Adrian  I.  in  his  let* 
ter  to  Charlemagne.  When  Serenus,  bifhopof  Marfeilles, 
had  brpken  certain  facred  images,  which  perfohs  lately 
converted  from   idolatry,  in  his  diocefs,  adored  as  they 
did    their   idols,   Gregory    contended  the  zeal  of 
the  bifhop  in   fuppr^ffing  that  monftrous  abufe  ;  but 
reprimanded  hirn  for  breaking  the  images.-^-Lib.  xi,  Epif. 
13.  '  He  frequently  cenfured  the  impiety  of  paying  an 
idolatrous  worfliip  to  images  \  an  impiety,  which  catho- 
lics-have always  condemned,;  hence  in  his  letter  to  Se- 
cundinus  he  fays :  "  I  know  that  you  do  not  afk  the 
image  of  the  Saviour  to  worfliip  it  as  a  God  ;  but  that, 
in  remembrance  of  the  Son  of  God,  you  may  be  inflamed 
with  his  love  — -Lib-  7,  Ep.  53. 

From  thefe  piffag?s,  in  which  Gregory  cenfured  the 
idolatrous  worship  of  images,  this  caftigator  pretends  to 
can  elude  that  he  condemned  that  religious  refpecl  and 
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Veneration,  which  he  himfelf  paid  to  the  images  of  the 
Saviour,  and  of  his  elect.  Thus,  in  imitation  of  his  an- 
ceftors,  who,  in  the  face  of  truth  and  convidion,  taught 
their  infatuated  followers  to  believe  that  there  is  no  dif- 
ference, or  diftindion,  between  that  reverence  and  vene- 
ration, which  the  Catholic  church  pays  to  the  angels 
and  faints*  and  the  divine  honour,  and  fovereign 
homage,  which  is  due  to  the  Almighty  God  aione3 
whole  creatures  they  are,  this  calligator  artfully  endea- 
vours to  continue  the  delufion. 

His  next  query  is,  if  pope  Gelafiiis  was  a  defender  of 
tranfubftantiation  ?  To  which  the  writer  replies  that,  that: 
venerable  pontiff  believed  and  profelfed  the  doctrine 
taught  in,  and  by  the  catholic  church,  which  was  that  of 
tranfubftaritiatiori  in  his  time,  before  his  time,  and  after  < 
it,  as  he  cites  no  paffage  from  this  pope,  the  writer  pre- 
sumes that  he  alludes  to  a  paffige  garbled  by  Kemnitz 
from  a  writer  of  the  fame  name,  whom  he  ignorantly 
confounds  with  that  pontiff.  This  Gelafius,  let  him  be 
who  he  will  is  perfectly  orthodox  :  in  his  book  of  the 
two  natures  in  Chrift,  he  reafons  on  the  eucharift  as 
Theodoret  did,  wliofe  reafoning  on  the  fubjeci  has  been 
difcufled,  Review  p.  210. 

,  His  lad  query  were  Cyprian,  Aiiftin,  the  council  b£ 
thalcedon,  and  the  African  bifhops  for  appeals  to  Rome 
and  fubmiffion  to  the  pope's  jurifdiclion  f  Has  been  al- 
ready difcuffed  in  all  its  parts,  they  have  been  allfhewri 
to  be  perfectly  fubmiffive  to"  the  pope's  fpiritual  jurifdic- 
tion  ;  whatever  they  might  have  thought  of  appeals  iri 
perfonal  caufes,  which  were  frequently  abufive,  they  ne- 
ver doubted  the  fupremacy  of  Peter  and  his  fucceffors  in 
office.  From  thefe  his  queries,  in  fupport  of  which  he 
has  not  offered  even  the  (hadow  of  proof,  the  caftigatof 
afKs :  What  right  we  have  to  appropriate  indefeclibility 
to  the  Romifh  church  ?  To  which  the  wrriter  replies  : 
Becaufe  the  Romim  church,  as  he  calls  her,  that  is,  the 
church  in  communion  with  the  See  of  Rome,  acknow- 
ledging the  fpiritual  jurifdiclion  of  the  Roman  pontiff, 
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is  now,  what  flic  always  was,  and  ever  will  be,  tnafc 
one,  holy,  catholic  and  apqftolkal  church,  to  which  the  pro. 
mifes  were  madefo  clearly  expreffive  of  her  indefecUbili- 
ty, that  this  caftigator  fays,  p.  133,  proteftants  are  as 
ftrenuous  fupporters  of  this  doclrine  as  the  Romifti 
church,"  and  from  this  doctrine  he  concludes  as  he  did 
before,  that  any  church*  the  commencement  of  which  is 
fixed  at  any  time  fince  the  apoftles'  days,  is  not  the 
Church  of  (Thrift  :  becaufe  it  manifeftly  is  not  that 
church,  to  which  the  promife  of  indefectlbility  was 
made. 

In  his  next  chapter,  p.  144,  tne  caftigator  fays,  the 
doctrine  of  perpetual  visibility  proves  at  leaft  as  much  for. 
proteftants  as  for  the  Romifti  Church.  If  his  fpirit  of  di- 
vination can  difcover,  and  will  condefcend  to  inform  us$ 
in  what  country  there  was  a  fociety  of  proteftants  per- 
petuaily  vifible  fince  the  apoftles  days  j  in  what  See  there 
has  been  a  fuceeflion  of  proteftant  biftiops,  in  what  city, 
town,  village  or  hamlet,  there  has  been  a  fuceeflion  of 
proteftant  minifters  of  any  defcription  or  denomination 
perpetually  vifible  fince  the  apoftles  time,  this  aflertion 
however  wild  and  paradoxical  will  be  admitted.  The 
Romifti  Church  (hews  a  fociety  perpetually  vifible,  an 
uninterrupted  fuceeflion  of  biftiops  in  the  fame  See  fined 
the  apoftles  days  ;  (he  (hews  that  thefe  her  biftiops  in  re- 
gular fuceeflion  were  in  communion  with  the  biftiops  of 
other  Sees  ;  that  the  biftiops  of  other  Sees  from  their 
communion  wiih  the  See  of  Rome,  fhe wed  that  they 
thetnfelves  were  rightful  paftors,  true  members  of  the 
Catholic  church,  profeifing  the  true  faith,  as  Ireneu* 
of  Lyons f  Auftin  of  Hippo,  Optatus  of  Milevium,  &c 
This  they  ftiew  with  fuch  irrefiftible  evidence  that  Pro- 
teftants are  forced  to  admit  it  :  Doctor  Reynolds,  in  his 
Conferencewith  Hiifs,  p*  442,  fays  :  "  that  the  fuceeflion 
of  the  Roman  biftiops  wasa  proof  of  the  true  faith  in  the 
time  of  Auftin,  Optatus,  Tertuliian,  &c."  Dr.  Thorn- 
dyke,  fpeaking  of  the  Councils  in  the  Eaft,  fays  :  "  of 
thefe  Councils  how  many  can  be  called  general  by  num- 
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ber  of  the  prefent  votes  t  Their  authority  then,  muft 
arife  from  their  admifllon  by  the  Weftern  Churches * 
and  this  admiffion  what  elfe  can  it  be  afcribed  to,  but  the 
authority  of  the  Church  of  Rome  eminently  involved 
ajjpve  all  the  Churches  of  the,  Weft  in  the  fummoning  of 
them  and  by  confequence  of  their  decrees  ?  And  in  the 
troubles  between  the  Eaft  and  the  Weft,  though  the 
Weftem;  Churches  have  acted  by  their  representatives  in 
great  Councils  ;  yet  on  other  occafions,  they  feem  to 
have  referred  themfelves  to  that  church,  refolving  to  re- 
gulate7 themfelves  by  it ;  whereby  it  appears  that  the  Wef- 
tem Churches  went:  always  with  that  of  Rome,  which  necef- 
farily  argues  a  fingular  pre-eminence  in  it,"*— See  Epi- 
logue Book  iii,  ch.  20,  p.  179.    Whether  this„  union  of 
all  the  Weftern  Churches  with  the  church  of  Rome,  ar- 
gjjes  a  pre  eminence  or  not,  it  proves  beyond  a  contra- 
diction, that  the  Church  of  Rome  was  always  vifible  ; 
that  all  the  churches  in  the  Weft  were  of  its  communi- 
on, conlequemly  that  before  the  Reformation  there  was 
no  Pmteftant*  Church  in  the  Weft :  perhaps  the  caftk 
gator's  fpirit  oft  divination  may  difcover  fome  latent 
Froteftant  Church  in  the  Eaft,  which  has  hitherto  efcap* 
ed  the  world's  observation. 

Of  the  many  pafoges  in  fcripture  promifinj*  the  un- 
interrupted  exiftence  of  Ch  rift's  church  adduced  by  this 
writer,  in  his  remarks,  p.  1 10,  the  Caftigator  makes  an 
aukward  attempt  to  wreft  one  to  his  purpofe.  It  is  from 
Ifauh  iii  "  And  it  (hall  come  to  pafs  in  the  laft  days 
that  the  mountain  of  the  Lord's  Hdufe  fhall  be  efta* 
biifhed  in  the  top  of  the  mountains,  and  fiiall  be  exalted 
above,  the  hills.'^  Thefe  words,  if  we  believe  him, 
are  not  applicable  ,  to  every  ftate  of  the  church.  The 
church,  in  his  opinion,  has  different  ftates,  from  his 
words  we  muft  conclude^  that  one  ftate  of  the  church  is 
vifible,  to  which  the  promifes  apply  ;  the  other  ftate  is 
invifible,  to  which  the  promifes  are  not  applicable  ^ 
common  fenfe  would  tell  him  that  one  ftate  is  real, 
which  the  prophet  announces  j  the  other  imaginary,  of 
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which  the  prophet  knew  nothing:  he  afks  if  the  doc- 
trine of  vifibility  applies  to  the  days  of  Elijah  L  To  this 
the  writer  replies  that  the  doctrine  of  vifibility  does  ap~ 
ply  to  the  days  of  Elijah,  and  to-  every  ftage  of  the 
Jewifh  church  from  its  firft  eftablimment  to  its  final 
ceffation,  but  the  paffage  which  the  caftigator  auk^wardly 
endeavours  to 'fit  to  his  purpofe,  does  not  apply  to  the 
days  of  Elijah,  or  to  any  other  itage  of  the  Jewifh 
Church  at  ail.  The  paffage  is  fo  clearly  underflood  of 
the  chriftian '  church  that  ignorance  itfelf  can  hardly 
miflake  it,  and  in  it  the  prophet  announces  not  only 
the  vifibility,  but  tlie  catholicity  of  the  church,  he  thus 
continues :  "  and  all  nations Jhal! Jlow  unto  it"  See  re- 
marks p.  no  ...  .his  fpirit  of  divination  finding  fome 
difficulty  in  applying  this  fentence  to  the  Jewifti  church 
wifely  fuppreffed  it.  ;  Do&or  Southwell,  whofe  memory 
was  never  afperfed  with  a  diftant  fufpicion  of  popery, 
fays,  in  his  expofitory  note  on  this  chapter  :  "  by  the  laft 
days  is  meant  the  time  of  the  gofpel  difpenfation,,s_  though 
this  paffage  be  not  applicable  to  the  jewifh  church,  it  is 
riot  the  lefs  true  that,  that  church  was  fi om  its  firft  efta.- 
bhfliment  to  its  final  ceffation  vifible  without  interrup- 
tion, and  under  the  immediate  protection  anci^  unremit- 
ting vigilance  of  divine  providence.  This  the  infpirec\ 
writers  at teft  in  language  which  is  not  to  be  mimnder. 
flood  :  Jeremiah,  one  of  their  lateft  and  greateft  prophets, 
fays:  xi,  6,  7.  "and  Jehovah,  faid  to  me  :  proclaim 
all  thefe  words  in  the  cities  of  Juda,  and  in  the  ftreets 
of  Jerufalem,1  faying  :  hear  ye  the  words  of  this  coven- 
ant, and  do  them  for  protefting,  I  have  protefted  to  your 
fathers  on  the  day  when  I  brought  them  up  front  the  land  of 
Egypt  and  to  the  pre fent  day ,  rifing -early  and  protefting, 
faying  hear  my  voice  the  voice  of  inftruclion  by  God's 
xninifters  was  therefore  inceffantly  heard  by  the  jews, 
and  this  inflru&ion  was  not  given  by  invifible  miniftcrs 
or  to  an  invilibje  people.  The  Jewifh  church  was  in- 
ftructed  by  the  prophets  and  the  priefts  with  unremitting 
attention  :  u  from  the  thirteenth  year  of  Jofiah,  fon  of 
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Amon,  king  of  Juda,  and  to  this  day,  this  the  twenty 
third  year,  the  word  of  Jehovah  was  on  me,  and  I  have 
fpoken  to  you  rifing  early  and  (peaking,  and  ye  have  not 
hearkened ;  and  Jehovah  fent  to  you  all  his  fervants,the 
prophets,  rifing  early  and  lending,  and  you  dki  not  hearken 
nor  did  you  incline  your  ear  to  hear." — Jer.  xxv,  ^  4, 
This  prophet  pathetically  defcribes  the  vigilance  of  Divine 
Providence,  and  the  unwearied  attention  of  himfelf,  and 
all  the  prophets,  bis  predeceflors,  to  the  inftruction  of 
the  Jews.  Though  the  miffion  of  the  prophets  may  ap- 
pear extraordinary,  yet  it  continued  without  intermiffi- 
on,  until  after  the  return  from  the  Babylonian  captivity  : 
the  fcripture  fpeaks  of  them  as  forming  a  corps,  a  focie- 
ty*,  it  fpeaks  of  their  habitations,  of  their  children  : 
^:  and  the  fons  of  the  prophets,  who  were  at  Jericho, 
came  to  Eliiha,  and  faid  to  him,  knoweft  thou  that  Jeho- 
vah, will  take  away  thy  Lord  from  thy  head  this  day-" 
—2d  Kings,  ii,  5.  This  Lord,  of  whom  the  fons  of  the 
prophets  at  Jericho  (poke,  was  Elijah,  in  whofe  days,  if 
we  believe  the  caftigator,  the  Jewifh  church  was  invifi- 
ble  :  an  invisible  church,  in  which  that  great  prophet 
prophefied,  and  inftructed  the  people  !  An  invifible 
church,  in  which  the  fcriptures  and  the  law  of  Mofo 
were  explained  in  the  public  fchools  even  in  Jericho  ! 
For  by  the  fons  of  the  prophets  are  underftood,  fays  Dr. 
Southwell,  the  young  men  who  fludied  under  the  aged 
ones,  the !  church  was  therefore  perfectly  vifible,  even 
in  Ifrael,  amongft  the  fchifmatical  tribes,  and  notwith- 
{landing  the  number  of  prophets  mafTacred  by  Jezabei, 
even  the  impious  idolator  Achab  knew  where  a  prophet 
of  the  true  God  was  to  be  found  :  when  Jehofaphat, 
king  of  Juda,  defired  that  a  prophet  of  the  true  God 
might  be  confulted  on  the  war  with  Syria,  Achab  replied : 
"  there  is  yet  one  man,  Michaiah  the  fon  of  Imlah,  by 
whom  we  may  inquire  from  Jehovah,  but  I  hate  him  ; 
for  he  proprieties  no  good  for  me,  but  evil/'- — ift  Kings, 
xxii,  8.  Though  the  church  fhould  have  been  abfolute- 
ly  extinct ;  and  the  extraordinary  miniftry  of  the  prophets 
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with  the  ordinary  miniftry  of  the  priefts  and  Levites^ 
juboliQied,  which  did  not  happen,  in  the  ten  tribes  dif- 
tinguiftied  by  the  name  of  Ifrael,  the  church  was  never 
more  vifible  than  it  was  at  that  time  in  Jerufalem,  and 
in  the  whole  kingdom  of.  Judah,  under  the  good  king 
Jehofaphat. 

In  times  of  the  greateft  afBi<5lion  under  Achaz,  Ifaias. 
preached  and  prophefied  ;  in  that  time  of  deepeft  diftrefs 
before  the  captivity,  Jeremiah  preached,  nor  did  he  ceafe 
to  inftruct  after  the  deftruction  of  the  city,  until  he 
ceafed  to  live  5  during  the  captivity  Ezekiel  and  Daniel 
kiftrucbed  the  people,  and  after  it  Nehemias,  Efdras,  &g 
Independent  on  the  extraordinary  miniftry  of  the  pro- 
phets the  ordinary  miniftry  of  thepriefthood,  commenced 
in  Aaron,  never  ceafed  Until  the  final  cefiation  of  the 
Jewjfti  church  ;  of  this  truth  the  fcriptnre  affords  the 
moft  convincing  evidence.  The  propJiet  Ezekiel  clearly 
diftinguifties  priefts, "who  had  fwerved  from  their  duty,, 
from  the  venerable  pallors,  who  had  been  at  all  time$ 
faithful  to  theirminiftry  : c&  but  the  Levites,  who  went  far 
from  me,  when  Ifrael  ftrayed,  when  they  ft  rayed  from 

me  after  their  idols,  they  {hall  bear  their  iniquity  , 

they  mail  not  approach  me  to  do  the  office  of  prieft  for, 
me  ....  but  the  priefts,   the  Levites,  the  fons  of  Sadoc, 
who  preferved  the  miniftry  '  ojherjhomrou  eth  miflmareth 
mikadfhi?  of  my  fancluary  when  the  fons  of  Ifrael  ftrayed 
from  me,  they  (hall  approach  to  me  to  minifter  to  me  ^ 
they  fhall  ftand  before  me  to  offer  to  me  the  fat  and 
the  blood,  faith   the  Lord  Jehovah,    They  (hall  come 
into  my  fancluary,  they   mall  approach,  to  my  table  to 
minifter  to  me,   and  they  {hall  preferve  my  miniftry,'* 
Ezekiel,  xliv,  10.     We  know  that  Sadoc    was  high 
prieft  in  Solomon's  days,  and  God  attefts  by  his  pro- 
phet that  his  defendants  did  not  ftray  nor  fwerve 
from  their  duty,  and  that  they  mould  continue  in  their 
miniftry  to  ferve  him.    The  covenant  of  the  priefthood 
with  Phineas  fon  to  E!eazar,  fon  to  Aaron,  was  not  dis- 
continued until  tlie  priefthood  was  transferred  :  "  the 
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Lord  faid  to  Mofes,  Phineas  fon  of  Eleazar,  Ton  to  Aaron 
the  prieft,  has  averted  my  wrath  from  the  Children  of 
ifrael  wherefore,  fay  :  behold  I  give  him  my  co- 
venant of  peace  and  it  fliall  be  to  him  and  to  his  feed  after 
him  the  c&venunt  of  an  everlafting  priefthood,  becaufe  that 
lie  was  zealous  for  his  God  and  made  an  atonement  for 
the  Children  of  Ifrael,"*— Num..  xxv,  12,  13.  That  this 
priefthood,  in  virtue  of  the  covenant,  did  continue 
without  interruption  until  the  final  ceflation  of  the  Mo* 
faic  difpenlation  we  know  from  St.  Paul  :  in  his  epiftle 
to  the  Hebrews  the  apoftle  fhews  the  total  ceftation  of 
the  Mofaic  law  from  the  change  of  the  priefthood  5  the 
priefthood  therefore  muft  have  continued  until  the  final 
ceflation  of  the  Jewifti  church  :  for  if  it  had  ceafed  at 
any  time  before,  the  law  would  have  ceafed  with  it; 
The  initiating  ceremony  of  circumcifion,  and  the  other 
Mofaic  ceremonies  are  not  faid  to  have  ceafed  at  any 
time  :  the  pious  Jew  could  always  find  a  minifter  of  the 
Jewifh  church  to  perform  all  the  rites  and  ceremonies, 
which  the  law  required  of  him.  Even  during  the  cap- 
tivity their  prophets  and  priefls  inftructed  5  and  foreli- 
gioufly  attentive  were  they  to  the  Divine  inftitution, 
which  confined  the  priefthood  to  the  family  of  Aaron, 
that  the  pricfts,  the  fons  Habaiah,  who  had  aflumed  the 
name  of  Barzallai,  from  their  mother,  unable  to  prove 
their  genealogy  from  the  authentic  regifter,  were  exclu- 
dedfrom  the  miniftry,  Nehemiah,  vii,  63.  Thepaffiige 
which  he  cites  from  2d  Chronicles,  xv,  3,  applies  not  to 
the  Jewifli  church,  which  was  never  without  a  teaching 
prieft  of  the  defcendants  of  Aaron,  but  to  the  Jewilh 
people  in  their  prefent  ftate,  who  have  been  fince  the  cek 
fation  of  the  Mofaic  difpenfation  without  prophet  of 
prieft,  and  will  continue  in  the  fame  ftate  until  the 
fulnefs  ef  the  Gentiles  be  come  in,  Rom.  xi.  25. 

The  caftigator's  fpirit  of  divination,  like  that  fpirit  of 
illufion,  which  blinds  the  Jews,  difcovers  in  the  pro* 
phet's  words,  not  the  prediction  of  a  future  event,  but 
the  relationof  a  paft  calamity  5  he  fits  the  paflage  to  his 
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purpofe  by  fubftituting  his  own  words  to  thefe  of  the 
prophet:    "  Ifrael  were  without   the  true  God,  and  1 
without  a  teaching  prieft,  and  without  the  law,"  fo  fay$  j 
the  c.aftigator.    The  prophet  fays  :  u  vejcmim  rabim  leif- 
rael  'leh  Elthei  emeth  velelo  Cohen  march  oulelo  thorahT 
"  many  days  to  Ifrael,  to   no  God  of  truth,  to  no  j 
teaching  prieft,  to  no  law."  That  this  is  a  prediction  of  a  j 
future  event  is  manifeft  from  what  the  prophet  adds  ' 
44  in  them  times  ho  peace  to  the  man  going  out,  or  to 
the  man  coming  in,  but  many  terrors  over  all  the  inha-  j 
bitants  of  the  whole  earth."    Thefe  words  have  a  clear  j 
reference  to  the  consummation.    It  is  thus  defcribed  by  j 
all  the  prophets  who  fpeak  of  that  event . 

It  is  therefore  unqueftionably  true   that  the  jewifh 
clvurch  in  its   deepeft  affliction  and  greateft  obfeurity 
was  perfectly  vifible,  and  its  miniftry  without  interrupti- 
on ;  if  this  be  true  of  the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  which  was  ; 
from  its  conftitution,  terminable,  the  ceffatiori  of  which 
had  been  fo  repeatedly  announced  by  the  prophets,  how  j 
much  more  certain  is  it  of  the  Chriftian  church,  which 
is  from  its  conftitution  interminable  ?  The  caftigator 
aJks  :  if  the  Romifli  church  was  as  vifible  during  the  j 
ten  perfecutions  as  at  the  Council  of  Confiance  ?  He 
thus  inadvertently  informs  his  readers,  that  the  Romifh 
church,  as  he  calls  it,  is  that  church  which  was  founded 
by  the  apofties,  which  was  perfecuted  by  the  Neros,v  I 
the  Domitiens,  &c.  in  the  faith  of  which  all  the  martyr.? 
fpilled  their  blood.    It  is  therefore  the  church  to  which 
the  promifes  were  made ;  that  church  againft  which  the 
gates  of  hell  will  not  prevail  :  he  did  not  advert  to  thefe 
confequences.    To  his  query,  the   writer  replies  Yes. 
The  perfecutions  prove  it  :  they  were  not  exercifed  on 
an  invifible  church  :  the  perfecut; »rs  knew  where  to  find  j 
the  moft  diftinguilhed  paftors  ;  they  were  the  firft  objects  1 
of  perfecuting  rage,  and  it  was  not  confined  to  them. 
The  church  was  never  more  confpicuous  than  when  its 
faith  was  profeffed  by  its  minifters  and  their  difciples  in 
the  face  of  the  world,  in  the  prefence  of  perfecuting  em- 
perors, 

.mm 


£25 

emperors  their  officers  and  executioner?.  What  could  in* 
ducetheman  tothink  the  church  invifible  at  fuch  a  time  ? 
It  was  this  fame  Romifh  church  invifible,  as  he  dreams,' 
during  the  ten  perfections,  which  was  perfectly  vi&ble  in 
the  council  of  Conftance  in  1414.  He  admits  therefore 
that  it  had  enjoyed  until  that  period  an  Uninterrupted 
exiftence  ;  but  it  was  not  more  vifible  in  the  council  of 
Conftance  in  1414,  than  it  was  in  the  Council  of  Trent, 
1545;  nor  was  it  more  vifible  then,  than  it  is  now  in 
1809.  It  is  therefore,  and  caftigator  injudicioufly  ac- 
knowledges it,  the  only  church,  which  has  enjoyed  an 
i  uninterrupted  exigence  fince  the  apostles'  days  ;  if  it  be 
not  the  church  of  Chrht,  the  redeemer  never  had  a  church 
On  earth,  and  chriftianity  is  but  an  ilhifion. 

Both  Proteftants  and  catholics  he  believes,  maintain 
that  the  appearance  of  antichritl  is  connected  with  a  ge- 
neral apoftacy.  The  writer  does  not  inquire  what  pro- 
teftants maintain,  but  catholics  maintain  no  fuch' 
doctrine,  catholics  do  not  confound  doctrines  and  o^ 
pinions,  the  terms  are  not  fynonymous  in  their  lan- 
guage :  it  is  the  opinion  of  fome  catholics  that  imme- 
diately previous  to,  or  on  the  appearance  of  antichrift, 
there  will  be  a  great  apoftacy,  that  all  the  wicked  wjH 
publicly  difclaim  the  faith  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  unite  with 
that  impoftor.  They  found  their  opinion  on  the  words  of 
St.  Paul,  2  Thef.  ii.  He  fays  that  the  day  of  the  Lord  will 
not  come  until  there  be  a  revolt,  and  the  fon  of  perdition 
be  revealed  5  others  with  equal,  if  not  greater  reaffo; 
think  the  defection,  foretold  by  the  apoftle,  a  revolt  of 
the  dependant  provinces  againft  the  Roman  empire,  of 
which  St.  Paul,  fpeaks  covertly  to  avoid  giving  offence  to 
the  then  mafters  of  the  world,  who  believed  their  em- 
pire eternal  ;  and  many  think  that  St.  Paul,  ufed  the  ab- 
ilract  term  apoftacy  to  fignify  antichrift  the  great  apofiaiz, 
a  mode  of  fpeaking^  in  common  ufe  with  facred  an;1 
prophane  writers.  I  hus  Roboam  is  called  not  a  fooh 
but  the  folly  of  the  nation,  Eccl.  xlvit.  27  ;  but  what- 
ever their  opinions  may  be  with  refpect  to  this  pred\> 
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tion,  no  catholic  ever  believed  that  this  laft  apoitacy 
could  in  any  fenfe  affect  the  vifibility  or  the  (lability  of 
che  church  :  is  it  an  invifible  church  that  antichrift  will 
perfecute  with  fuch  relentlefs  fury  ?  Was  it  an  invifible 
church  that  Paul  himfelf  perfecuted  I  Is  it  an  inviiibld 
church  to  which  the  jews  will  be  converted  by  the 
preaching  of  the  two  witneffes  ?  If  the  church  of  Jefus 
Chrift  be  extinct  on  the  laft  day  in^feat  church  will  the 
angels  find  his  elect,  whom  they  wupicqilecr.  from  the 
four  winds  at  the  found  of  the  trumpet  ? — Matt.  xxiv> 
31.  In  what  church  will  they  be  found  who  overcome 
the  beaft,  and  his  image,  and  the  number  of  his  name  ? 
Apo.  xv,  2.  Is  it  in  an  invifible  Church,  by  invifible  niini- 
ilers  that  the  faith  will  be  announced,  bajftifoi  and  the 
eucharift  adminiftered  ?  Thefe  rites  will  continue  until 
the  confummation,  or  Chrift  and  his  appftle  have  deceiv- 
ed us  :  The  faviour  faid  to  his  apoftles  :  going  make  dif- . 
ciples  of  all  nations,  baptifmg  them  in  the  name  of  the 
Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghofi,  teaching 
them  to  keep  all  things  whatfoever,  which  I  have  com- 
manded you  5  and  behold  1  am  with  you  all  days  until 
the  confummation  of  the  world. — Matt.  xxiv.  With  this 
cxprefs  promife  of  the  Saviour  to  be  with  his  minifters 
teaching  and  baptifmg  until  time  (hall  be  no  more,  the, 
evangeliil  clofes  his  hiitory  :  and  St.  Paul,  in  terms  equal- 
ly expreftive,  fays  that  by  the  eucharift  the  death  of  the 
Lord  will  be  announced  until  he  comes  at  the  end  of 
time  to  judge  the  world  ;  the  faith  cannot  be  announc- 
ed, nor  thefe  rites  adminiftered  by  invifible  minifters,  in 
an  invifible  church.  The  fuppofition  is  fo  extravagant, 
fo  offenfive  to  common  fenfe,  that  it  is  matter  of  f  urprife 
that  any  man,  however  infatuated  by  error  or  blinded 
by  prejudice,  can  prevail  on  himfelf  to  believe  it. 

This  caftigator,  whole  liberality  knows  no  bounds, 
lends  his  words  to  the  infpired  writers,  and  his  opinion 
to  the  Redeemer.  Chrift,  to  enforce  the  neceffity  cf* 
inceffant  prayer,  one  of  thefe  unprofitable  aufterities,  from 
which  the  reformation  relieved  its  minifters,  fays  of  a 
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wicked  judge,  that  though  he  neither  feared  God,  nor. 
regarded  man,  yet  to  free  himfelf  from  the  importunity 
of  a  widow,  he  refolved  co  avenge  her  of  her  adverfary. 
—Luke  xvilt  He  then  afks  :  "  Will  not  God  avenge, 
his  elect.,  who  cry  unto  him  night  and  day,  though  he 
-  bear  long  with  them  To  this  que  (Hon  he  himfelf  re- 
plies :  fc6  I  fay  unto  you  that  he  will  avenge  them  fpeedi- 
]y."  He, then  aiks  another  queftion  :  "  Neverthelefs, 
when  the  Son  of  Man  cometh  will  he  find  faith  on 
oarfh  ?"  He  afks  the  opinion  of  his  difciples,  who  made 
no  reply  ;  nor  did  he  himfelf  :  he  did  not  fay  there  will, 
or  there  will  not.  Who  co  aid  imagine,  if  the  caftiga- 
tor's  fpirit  of  divination  had  not  difcovereci  it,  that  the 
baviour  intended  *to  reply  :  there  will  be  no  faith  on. 
earth,  but  forgot  it,  or  the  evarigelift  forgot  to  infert  it  ?* 
However,  without  confuitirig  this  fpirit  of  divination, 
we  find  a  fufficient  reply  to  this  quefiion  in  more  paflV 
ges  than  one.  The  elect,  whom  the  angels  will  collect 
at  the  found  of  the  tnnnpet  from  the  four  winds,  that 
IS;  from  al!  parts  of  the  earth,  will  they  have  no  faith  ? 
Thefe  myriads,  who  will  overcome  the  beaft,  his  image, 
and  the  number, of  his  name,  will  they  have  no  faith  ? 
Is  it  not  of  his  hit  coming  the  Saviour  [peaks— Luke 
xxi,  27  :  6t  then  will  they  fee  the  Son  of  Man  coming 
on  a  cloud  with  power  and  great  glory  To  whom 
does  he  fay  :  t6  when  you  fee  thefe  things  beginning  to 
come  to  pafs,  then  rife  up,  Kft  up  your  heads,  for  your 
redemption  is  near  ?"  Will  thefe  have  no  faith?  The 
myfter-y  of  the  eucharift,  by  which  the  death  of  the  Lord 
will  be  announced  until  he  comes — 2  Cor.  will  it  ceafe 
before  he  comes  ?  Or  will  it  be  adminiftered  by  invifiblc 
xninifters  to  an  invifibb  people  in  an  invifible  church  ?• 
It  is  irkfome  to  be  obliged  to  refute  fuch  nonfenfe.  How- 
ever, in  vindication  of  this  caftigator,  it  muft  be  admit- 
ted,  that  he  has  faithfully  tranferibed  ail  the  reafons, 
which  his  anceftors,  the  prime  reformers,  and  their 
panegyrics,  have  offered  to  juftify  their  feparation  ;  he, 
has  only  forgotten  to  inform  his  readers  that  they  have 
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been  refuted  an  hundred  times  before  he  wa$  born.  This 
inceffant  repetition  of  the  fame  hackneyed  arguments' 
argues  an  infuperable  obftinacy  accompanied  by  a  bar- 
rennefs  of  invention,  which  excites  both  contempt  and 
difgufh  He  garbles  an  extract  from  Ockham  and  \ 
Panormiton,  which  ferve  to  fill  his  pamphlet,  the  extracts 
only  (hew  that  the  writers  were  ignorant  or  inaccurate, 
as  their  authority  is  of  no  weight,  the  writer  does  not 
inquire  whether  the  paflages  adduced  be  genuine  or  not  5 
he  is  not  dlfpofed  to  juftify  the  miftakes  or  inaccuracies  of 
all  catholic  writers,  they  have  the  modefty,  to  fubmit 
their  opinions  to  the  judgment  of  their  fuperiors.  If  this 
caftigator  wifhes  to  oblige  the  public  with  proportions 
extracted  from  the  vyritings  of  catholics  and  condemned, 
he  may  find  wherewith  to  fill  a  folio  volume. 

In  his  next  chapter  he  admits  that  the  church  of  Chrift 
is  catholic  or  univerfal  ;  but  he  thinks  this  characteriftic 
does  not  belong  to  the  Romifh  church.  He  does  not 
feem  inclined  to  difpute  the  univerfality  of  time.  The 
fact  is  indifputable  i  that  the  Romifh  churcfc  did  com- 
mence in  the  apoftle's  days,  and  continues  yet,  is  a  fact 
of  fuch  unqueftionable  notoriety,  that  the  man  would  be 
thought  fit  for  bedlam,  who  would  venture  to  difpute  it. 
He  has  not  told  us  when  this  laft  and  beft  reformed 
church,  of  which  he  is  himfelf  either  the  founder,  or  the 
tninifter,  commenced  ;  nor  has  he  told  us  in  what  part 
of  the  world  it  lay  concealed,  either  vifible  or  invifible, 
even  fince  Luther's  reformation  ;  before  that  period,  if 
he  pretends  that  it  had  an  exigence  at  all,  not  one  pro- 
teftant  of  common  information  will  believe  him.  If  the 
church  of  Chrifi  be  catholic,  the  church  of  which  he  is 
minifter  is  not  the  church  of  Chrift.  The  antecedent  he 
has  admitted  ;  to  deny  the  confequcnt  argues  foxnething 
worfe  than  ignorance.  Though  he  does  not  difpute  the 
univerfality  of  time,  he  thinks  the  univerfality  of  place  » 
may  afford  a  fubterfuge  :  "  Have/'  fays  he,  p.  143,  "her 
tenets  been  propagated  in  every  nation  on  earth  i"  Fer- 
b.  r.s  the  authority  of  St.  Paul  may  fatisfy  'him  :  "  Firft 
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then,  fays  theapoftle,  writing  to  this  RoroliK  Church,  I 
thank' my  Gocf  for  you  all ;  becaufe  your  faith \  e pijiisumon, 
is  announced    in    the  whole  world.— Rom.  i,  8.  The 
Rom i ill  church  was  therefore  catholic  in  the  apoftle's 
days,  will  the  caftigator  inform  us  when  it  Chafed  to  be 
catholic  ?  What  nation  is  there,  in  which  herte  ets  have 
not  been  preached  ?   If  there    be  any  fuch,  which  the 
writer  very  much  doubts,  her  faith  wi'U  yet  be  propaga- 
ted there  :  the  confumrnation  of  the  world  is,  the  limit 
prefcribed  by  thefiviour  to  the  propagation  of  the  faith 
of  his  church,  lee  remarks  p.  135  .  .  .  .  .  .  the  writer's 

reafoning  on  the  fubject  is  refuted  by  filence,  it  feems 
that  this  caftigator's  fpirit  of  divination  could  difcover 
no  evafion.  It  is  true  he  fays,  becaufe  the  man  muft  fay 
fomething,  that  a  little  lefieclion  would  have  fbewn  this 
writer  that  many  of  the  paflages  by  which  he  attempts, 
to  illuftrate  this  point  are  applicable  only  to  thde  days 
when  "  the  whole  earth  will  be  filled  with  the  glory  of  the 
Lord."  There  are  days  therefore  in  his  opinion  in  which 
the  earth  is  not  filled  with  the  glory  of  the  Lord,  how 
fadly  the  angels  were  deceived  whom  Ifaias  heard  crying 
out  inccffantly  the  whole  earth  is  full  of  the  glory  of 
the  Lord.'V- Ifaias  vi.  3.  And  David  was  not  lefs 
miftaken  when  he  faid  "  the  Heavens  announce  the 
glory  of  the  Lord,  and  the  firmament  declares  the  work 
of  his  hands.— Pf.  xi;x.  j. 

Our  caftigator  begins  this  chapter  by  faying  u  pro- 
tectants, as  well  as  papifts,  are  periuaded  that  the  church 
of  Chrift  is  catholic  or  univerfal  and  ends  it  by  faying 
"  that  this  univerfality  can  be  no  characleriftic  of  the 
church  of  Chrift  in  her  prefent  fituation."  From  thefe 
two  proportions,  contradicting  each  the  other,  and  ad- 
vanced alnioli  in  the  fame  breath,  we  conclude  with  un- 
erring certainty  that  conllftency  is  no  characleriftic  of 
this  caftigator.  A  man  reduced  to  fuch  ftrait*  is  an  ob- 
ject of  pity,  he  felt  the  impoffibility  of  applying  this 
univerfality  to  his  new  modelled  church,  and  wifely 
concluded  that  though  proteftants  do  believe  the  church 
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T-r  ivn  faK  y niverfallty  is  nota  characleriftic  of  the  churcfl 
of  Chrift.  Thus,  though  he  calls  himfelf  a  proteftant, 
he  rew  models  the  proteftant  creed,  and  fits  it  to  his 
own  coKventicIe.  He  will  Scarcely  venture  to  deny  that 
the  church  of  Chrift  was  believed  to  be  catholic  or  uni- 
verfai  in  the  firft  ages  of  chriftianky,  that  catholicity  or 
univerfaSiry  was  then  thought  to  be  a  cbaracteriftic  of 
Chrift's  church  ;  this  is  one  of  thefe  notes  of  .Chilli's 
church,  which  is  exprefsly  marked  in  all  the  profehions 
of  faith,  which  we  have  upon  record.  Will  he  then  con- 
defcend  to  inform-  us  if  the  Romifa  church  be  not  ca- 
tholic or  univerfaf,  what  other  church  is,  or  ever  was  ? 
When  was  it  that  the  Romifli  church  arrogated^  to  her- 
felf  the  title  of  catholic,  and  proteftants  began  todiftin- 
guifh.  Romanifts  from  others  by  calling  them  catholics  h 
Can  his  fpirit  of  divination  difcover  the  time  when  we 
who  call  ourfelves  catholics  were  called  proteftants.  or 
were  diftioguiflied "  by  any  other  name  ?  And  they  who 
call  themfelves  now  prbteflants,  were  called  catholics  and 
were  diftinguifhed  from  us  by  that  appellation  ?  In  what 
time,  by  what  means,  by  what  magic  has  this  change 
been  effected  j*  Though  thefe  em  barrelling  queftions 
admit  no  folution,  the  writer  propofes  one  extreme- 
ly fimpie  :  Has  this  ca'ftigator  ever  in  his  fertous  mo* 
rnents  prevailed  on  himfelf  to  believe  that,  that  little 
conventicle,  of  which  he  is  a  paftor,  whether  by  the 
election  of  the  people  nominated,  or  inftituted  by  it; me 
ceremony,  of  which  the  writer  knows  nothing,  is  the 
church  of  Jefus  Chrift,  founded  by  the  apoftles,  to, 
which  thcpromifes  were  made  ?  lias  it  croffed  his  ima- 
gination even  in  his  dreams,  that  all  the  elect;  of  jefus 
Chrift  have  been  fanctified  within  the  pale  of  his  little 
conventicle  ?  Has  this  immer.fe  crowd,  of  whom  St, 
John  fpeaks,  Rev.  vii,  9,  been  fahcHfied  in  the  commu- 
nion of  his  new  little  church  ?  Does  it  embrace  all  na- 
tions, tribes,  peoples  and  tongues  ?  Thus  the  apoflJe 
defcribes  the  elect  :  6f  I  law  and  behold  a  great! 
crowd  whom  noon?  could  irambor,  of  all   nations  and 
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bes,  and  peoples,  and  tongues,  {landing  before  the 
Lamb."  What  does  the  caftigator  think  of  this  paf- 
fage  ?  Is  it  in  the  church  of  Jefus  Chrift .that  all  thefe 
billions  of  millions  are  fancrified  or  is  it  not  ?  If  it  be, 
which  even  prefumption  will  not  venture  to  deny,  the 
church  of  Jefus  Chrift  "is  therefore  the  church  of  all  na. 
tions,  of  all  tribes  and  tongues,  it  isconfequently  uiuverfal. 
The  Caftigator  may  not  believe  it  ;  and  as  it  is  absolute- 
ly irnpoflible  that  this  multitude  without  number  fhould 
"be  fan&ified  and  perfected  in  any  church,  which  is  not 
univerfal  both  in  time  and  place,  hence  follows  another 
confequence  of  the  moft.ferious  import  to  this  caftigator, 
and  his  deluded  friends,  that  is,  that  his  new  modelled 
church,  in  which  all  nations  and  tongues  are  not  found, 
is  not  the  Church  of  Jefus  Chrift. 

From  the  catholicity  of  the  church,  which  the  caftiga- 
tor  admits  in  one  page  and  denies  in  the  next,  he  pafles 
to  the  doctrine  of  infallibility.  This  docirine  the  writer 
•  had  (hewn  to  be  a  neceffary  confequence  of  the  churches' 
indefeclibility,  of  which  protellants  are  as  i'trenuous  fup- 
portefs  as  the  Romim  church, fays  our  caftigator  p.  133, 
for  if  it  be  true  that  theexiftence  of  the  church  cannot 
be  interrupted,  it  is  therefore  true  that  (he  cannot  teach 
falfe  doclrine,  for  if  me  be  fuppofed  to  teach  falie  doc- 
trine at  any  time,  (lie  at  that  time  is  not  the  Houfe  of 
God,  the  Pillar  and  Ground  of  Truth,  as  St.  Paul  (ays,, 
ad.  Tim.  iii.  15,  but  the  pillar  and  ground  of  falfehbod, 
£he  therefore  at  that  time  is  not  the  church  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  but  the  fynagogue  of  Satan,  her  exiftence  is  in- 
terrupted, and  inftead  of  being  indefectible,  fhe  has 
failed,  and  the  gates  of  Hell  have  prevailed  againfther, 
notwithstanding  the  prornife  of  Jefus  Chrift.  Hence  it 
is  manifeft  to  the  meaneft  capacity  that  her  indefedrhiiity 
once  eftablifiied,  her  infallibility  follows  indirputably. 
The  caftigator  does  not  even  attempt  to  invalidate  the 
writer's  reafoning  on  this  fubjeel:  ;  of  that  he  felt  the 
impoffibility,  but  to  divert  the  attention  of  his  readers, 
and  fill  his  pamphlet  with  f omcth'mg,  he  tranferibe; 
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fome  fragments  from  the  Councils  of  Conft&nce  and  Ba- 
fil,  in  which  the  authority  of  che  Council  is  declared 
fuperior  to  that  of  the  Pope,  and  their  decifions  of  in- 
fallible authority;  and  in  oppofition  to  thele  he  ciresf 
fome  garbled  paffages  from  Catholic  writers,  who  think 
the  pontifical  authority  fuperior  to  that  cf  any  Council 
not  authorifed  by  the  pope  ;  fragments  from  the  Al- 
coran would  have  been  as  much  to  the  purpofe  :  for 
whether  the  decifion  of  a  Council  aflembled  by  the  pupal 
authority  and  continued  in  oppofition  to  his  injuncti- 
ons, be  of  infallible  authority,  as  the  prelates  in  Bafil 
pretended,  or  not,  as  many  Relieve ;  and  whether  the 
pontifical  approbation  be  neceffary  to  authorife  the  de- 
crees of  Councils  or  not,  it  is  not  the  left  certain,  nor 
the  left  univerfally  and  invariably  believed  by  all  Ca- 
tholics, that  the  doctrinal  decifions  of  the  pallors  of  the 
church,  united  with  their  head,  is  of  infallible  authority, 
and  on  this  truth  there  is  not, nor  ever  was, a  fhadowof 
diverfityof  opinion  arnongfl  Catholics,  as  the  writer  had 
afiertedin  his  Remarks.  For  if  it  be  true, as  fome  pretend, 
that  the  decifion  of  a  Council  ofBifhops,  whether  au- 
thorifed by  the  pope  or  not,  be  of  infallible  authority, 
it  is  not  the  lefs  true  that  their  'decifion  authoriled  by 
the  p  >nt ill's  judgment  is  infallible  ;  and  if  it  be  true,  as 
others  fay,  that  a  doctrinal  decifion  of  the  pope  accom- 
panied by  the  conditions,  which  they  require,  be  infal- 
lible, it  is  at  kail  equally  true,  and  more  certain,  that 
this  decifion  authorifed  by  the  judgment  of  the  Council 
is  infallible.  On  this  doctrine  there  is  no  difagreement, 
no  variation.  This  then  is  the  term  of  communion  \ 
that  doctrine  which  is  believed  by  all  Catholics,  in  all 
places,  and  at  all  times;  a  doctrine  fo  confittent  with 
the  plan  of  Chriftianity,  that  Protectants  have  admitted 
it  :  the  learned  Doctor  Bull,  in  his  defence  of  the  faith 
of  the  Council  of  Nice,  fays  :  "  in  that  council  a  prin* 
cipal  article  of  the  chriftian  religion  was  in  difpute,  if  in 
a  queftion  of  that  importance  it  be  imagined  that  all  the 
pallors  of  the  church  could  fall  into  error,  and'  deceive 
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all  the  faithful,  how  can  the  word  of  Jcfus  Chrifi  be 
defended,  who  promifed  to  his  apoftles,  and  to  their 
facceifors,  to  be  always  with  them  ?  The  promife  would 
not  be  true  :  becaufe  the  apoftles  were  not  to  live  a  long 
time,  were  it  not  that  their  fucceffors  were  comprifed 
in  the  perfons  of  the  apofties  th^mfelves.  Bull.  Def>  fid. 
fremnu  N.  2,  p.  2. ,  To  prove  that  this  was  the  doc- 
trine then  taught  in  the  church,  this  learned  proteftant 
cites  a  palTage  from  the  hiftorian  Socrates,  L,  vi,  C.  9, 
*'  though  the  fathers  of  that  council  were  iimple  and  not 
very  learned,  they  could  hot  fall  into  error  becaufe  they 
were  enlightened  by  the  light  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,"  this 
is  the  doctrine  of  Doctor  Ball,  the  doctrine  which  is  na- 
turally impreiTed  on  the  mind  by  the  promife  of  Jjfus 
Chrift,  to  be  always  with  the  paft^rs  of  his  church,  teach- 
ing and  baptiftng,  and  alfo  to  fend  the  Holy  Ghoit  to 
teach  them  all  truth. — Johnxvi,  13.  This  in  the  mod 
,  limited  fenfe  muft  be  underftood  of  all  truth  ncceffary 
to  falvatioh. 

Our  cadigator  after  iiaving  filled  a  couple  of  pages 
with  thefe  extracts,  which  whether  genuine  or  not  the 
writer  believes  him  to  have  faithfully  tranfcribed  from 
his  repertory,  becaufe  he  has  fee n  them  more  than  once 
before,  inquires,  with  that  politenefs  which  is  peculiar  to 
himfelf,  how  the  iimple  faithful  may  know  whether 
Popes  or  Councils  are  the  greateit  liars,  p.  151.  To  this 
the  writer  replies,  that  his  better  naif  and  his  favourite 
maid,  may  learn  from  him,  with  as  much  eafe  and  cer- 
tainty, as  he  himfeif  has  learned  from  his  familiar  fpirit, 
which  exhibits  a  (trong  refemblance  to  that  of  the 
delphic  Pythoneffa.  The  writer  inferts  a  fuppofed 
dialogue  between  the  miftrefs  and  the  maid  confequent 
to  one  of  the  cafligator's  lectures. 

J.  Lord  miftrefs  !  What  a  wonderful  man  is  mailer  ? 
To  be  fure  thefe  wicked  popes  and  popiih  bifhops,  are 
all  liars.    Mailer  fays  fo. 

M.  Ay!  ay!  Jane!  My  good  mm  knows  that :  my 
good  man  reads  the  bible. 
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j.  The  bible,  miftrefs!  Does  the  bible  fay  that  all 
thefe  wicked  popes  and  bilhops  are  liars  ? 

3VL  Ay  !  ay  !  Jane !  The  bible  fays  that  the  Pharifees 
were  Ihrs,  to  be  lure  the  popes  and  bifhops  are  the  Pha- 
rifees.  Do  not  you  know  that  ? 

J.  To  be  fure  miftrefs  1  They  are  the  Pharifees  : 
mafter  fays  fo.  Blefs  the  man  of  God  !  He  fays  that  I 
know  every  thing  in  the  bible,  to  be  fure  miftrefs  knows 
every  thing  that  mafter  knows  ;  but  I  did  not  think  that 
I  knew  every  thing  in  the  bible  myfclf  until  mafter  told 
me  fo. 

M.  Ay  !  ay  !  Jane  I  you  rnuft  believe  nothing  but 
what  is  in  the  bible. 

J.  To  be  fure  miftrefs*  I  muft  believe  nothing  but 
what  mafter  tells  me.  Does  not  the  bible  fay  that  ?  Blef- 
lings  on  the  good  book,  which  tells  mafter  that  I  know 
every  thing  in  it  ;  that  I  underftand  it  better  than  all 
thefe  wicked  popes,  and  popifti  bilhops,  who  pretend  that 
I  do  not  underftand  it.  Is  it  not  that  great  book  with 
the  fine  pictures  ?  How  edifying  to  fee  that  fine  young 
man  and  that  pretty  young  woman  naked  under  the 
tree  ?  But  miftrefs,  are  not  images  idols?  Mafter  fays  fo. 

This  dialogue,  which,  though  fuppofed,  is  not  the  lefs 
natural,  fenfibly  expofes  the  artifice  of  this  caftigator  and 
his  fellow  reformifts,  who  under  pretence  of  recalling  the 
people  from  fuppofed  errors  taught  by  their  lawful  paf- 
tors,  to  the  authority  of  the  fcriptures,  give  their  in* 
fatuated  followers  their  own  opinions  regardlefs  of  the 
fcriptures.  There  is  now  before  the  writer  a  verfion  of 
the  old  and  new  teftamemt  by  Doctor  Southwell,  fwelled 
to  an  enormous  bulk,  by  his  notes  and  comments  ;  in 
thefe  notes  and  comments,  fome  of  which  are  not  only 
falfe,  but  extravagant  even  to  folly,  a  deluded  multitude 
think  they  find  the  genuine  fenle  of  the  fcriptures,  whilft 
they  find  in  reality  but  the  ravings  of  this  fanatic, 
which  he  has  fubftituted  to  the  fenfe  intended  by  the  in- 
spired writers.  Thus  for  inftance  in  his  note  on  the  vii. 
to  the  Hebrews,  he  fays  ;  "  it  is  allowed  that  Abraham 
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^as  called  from  among  idolators  at  a  time  when  none 
were  left 'to  keep  up  the  worfliip  of  the  true  God  in  its 
purity-;"  this  is  a  wild  conjecture  which  has  no  foundation 
in  fcripture  :  it  argues  the  ignorance  of  this  voluminous 
commentator  :  the  patriarch  Sem,  who  was  never  fuf* 
peeled  of  idolatry  was  yet  living  :  for  he  lived  500  years 
after  the  flood.-— Gen.  xi,  ii.  And  Abraham  tenth,  in 
fucceffion  to  that  patriarch,  was  born  about  382  years 
after  the  flood,  his  fon  Ifaac  99  years  after,  fo  that 
Jfaac  was  19  years  old  at  the  death  o£  Sem.  This 
ignorant  commentator  gravely  tells  his  readers  that  durf 
ing  the  life  time  of  this  venerable  patriarch,  the  foun^ 
der  of  lb  great  a  portion  of  the  human  race,  there  were 
none  to  keep  the  worfhip  of  the  true  God  in  its 
purity!  But  if  this  be  a  wild  conjecture  the  fequel 
of  the  note  contains  a  biafphemous  affertion,  that  is, 
"  that  Melchifedeck  was  116  other  than  the  redeemer  of 
mankind/*  thus,  with  one  dafli  of  his  pen,  he  annihilates 

:  the  divinity  of  Jefus  Chrift,  reducing  him  to  the  rank  o£ 
pried   before  his   incarnation,    for   Mofes  fays,  that 

.  Melchifedeck  "  was  priefi  to  the  rnoft  high  God'*— xYe  hou 

\  cohen  le  el  belidn.- — Gen.  xiv,  18. 

If  the  partner  of  his  paftoral  cares  and  her  maid  may  learn 
with  fomuch  eafe  to  determine  whether  popesorcouncils 
be  the  greateft  liars,  the  writer  transcribes  a  fimple  rule  of, 
great  antiquity  and  refpe&able  authority,  by  which  others 
not  fo  well  informed  as  his  cara  ffofa  may  determine  with 
equal  eafe  and  infallible  certainty  whether  this,  caftigator 
Jujro&lf  be  a  chil  i  of  truth,  or.  its  oppofite  :  St.  Paul,  in  his 
epittle  to  the  Romans,  x,  fays,  t4  for  whofoever  fhall 

H  call  upon  the  name  of  the  Lord  &all  be  faved.  How  then 
(hall  they  call  on  him,  in  v/hom  they  have  not  believed  ? 

i|«And  how  (hall  they  believe  in  him,  of  whom  they  have 
not  heard  I  And  how  fhall  theyv  hear  without  a 
preacher  ?  And  how  fhall  they  preach  except  they  be- 

:  fent  By  what  authority  was  this  caftigator,  paftor  of 
a  namelefs  church,1  fent  to  preach  ?  This  queftion  is  ex- 
trcmely  ample, however  embaj raffing  it  may  appear.  The 
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apoflle  %3,  the  preacher  muft  be  fent ;  that  is  an  infal! 
ble  truth  if  the  fcriptures  be  infallible.    No  man  fends 
himfelf ;  that  is  an  intuitive  truth,  which  bears  no  contra- 
diction, the  man,  who  fends  the*  preacher  muft  himfeif 
pofTefs  the  authority  to  preach  :   for  no  man  can  com. 
municate  to  another  the  authority  which  he  himfeif  has 
.  not.    It  is  ah  axiom  that  no  man  can  give  what  he  has: 
not,  hence  it  follows  of  all  neceffky   that  this  authority 
to  preach  muft  defcend  from  Jefus  Chrilt,  through  his 
apoftles,  whom  he  fcnt  to  preach,  in  a  regular  and  unin* 
ttrrupted  fucceffion— -againft  this  reafbning.it  is  madnefs 
to  contend.    This  rule  of  the  apoftbj  infallibly  true  and 
extremely  fimple  in  its  application,  fhews  with  the  moft 
exact  precifion  and  unerring  certainty  whether  this  our 
Edinburgh  caftigator  be  a  child  of  truth,  or  one  of  thefe 
emiflaries  of  whom  the  Lord  faid  by  his  prophet,  Jeremi- 
ah, xiv,  14  :  "  They  prophecy  falfely  in  my  name  :  I  did 
not  fend  them  nor  command  them,  nor  did  I  fpeak  to 
them  ;  it  is  a  lying  yifion,  and  divination,  the  fraud  and 
feduclion  of  their  hearts,  which  they  prophecy  j"  and 
xxiii,  21  :  "  I  did  notfend  thefe  prophets,  and  they  ran  ;  I 
did  not  fpeak  tp  them,  and  they  prophefied."  That  thele 
erniffaries,who  ran  without  being  fent  were  not  exclufive- 
ly  confined  to  the  mofaic  difpenfation  we  know,  from  St, 
Paul,  ift,  to  Tim.  i.    He  fays  :  that  fomc  had  fwerved 
from  charity  and  faith,  "  defiripg  to  be  teachers  of  the, 
law  ;  underftanding  neither  what  they  fay,  nor  whereof 
they affirm,"  2nd  in  his  2d  to  Tim.  iv.   He  foretells  an 
abufe  of  which  antiquity  knew  nothing,  that  is,  the 
umrpad;  n  of  the  miniftry,  by  the  people  :    for  the  time 
will  coo :e  when  they  will  not  endure  found  doctrine,  but 
after  their  own  lulls  will  heap  to  thernfeiyes  teachers, 
having  itching  ears*'- — this  may  ferve  as  a  corrective  to 
the  exuberance  of  the  caftigator's  bile.  The  writer  now 
adds,  that  whether  thefe  popes  and  bifhops  be  great 
liars  or  not,  they  are  the  rightful  fucceffors  of  the 
apoftles,  that    to  them,    through  their  predeceffors, 
the  authority  of  preaching  *and  teaching,  vefted  in  his 
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apoflles  by  Jefus  Ghrift  himfelf,  is  regularly  defcended  in 
due  fucceffion  ;  thai  of  them  not  one  fends  himfelf;  not 
one  prefumes  to  ufurp  the  miniftry  as  Knox,  that  arch-im- 
pofior  did,  and  as  majiy  others  do  ;  not  on?  receives  his 
million  but  from  thpfe,  who  have  theniferves  been  infti- 
tuted  according  to  the  Divine  ordination  ;  this  is  a  fact  of 
fuch  unqu^ftionable  notoriety  that  no  proteftant  of  com- 
mon fenfe  ever  denied  it ;  of  fuch  impreflive  evidence  that 
the  church  of  England,  the  only  proteftant  church,  which 
has  retained  an  appearance  of  the  ancient  church,  proves, 
or  at  leaft  endeavours  to  prove,  her  miffion  from  thefe 
popes  and  popifli  bifliops.  Hence  the  writer  concludes 
that  thefe  popes  and  biftiops,  though  they  may  not  ob* 
tain  the  approbation  of  the  caftigator,  are  notwithstand- 
ing the  paftors,  whom  Jefus  Chrift  now  gives  to  his 
church,  for  the  perfection  of  his  elecl:.  As  this  conclufir 
on  direftly  excludes  the  pretenfions  of  this  Edinburgh 
caftigator,  and  reduces  hirn  to  that  level,  from  whfch,  by 
hjs  private  authority,  or  by  fome  pretended  authority  of 
the  lame  nature,  and  conlequently  not  greater  than  his 
own,  he  has  raifed  himfelf,  he  may  not  perhaps  fq  willing- 
ly admit  it,  but  whether  he  admits  or  difputes  it,  it  is 
not  the  lefs  certain.  St.  Paul,  whofe  authority  is  of 
fome  weight,  exprefsly  authorizes  it  :  in  his  epiftle  to 
the  Ephelians,  iv,  the  apoftle  fays  :  "  and  he,  (Jefus  Chrift) 
gave  fome  apoftles,  and  fome  prophets,  and  fome  evan- 
gelifts,  and  fome  pafiors  and  teachers^  for  the  perfecling  of 
the  faints,  for  the  vjork  of  the  miniftry,  for  the  edifying  of  the 
body  of  Chrift,  until  we  all  come  in  the  unity  of  the  faith,  and 
of  the  knowledge  of  the  Son  of  God  unto  a  perfect  man, 
unto  the  meafure  of  the  nature  of  the  fulnefs  of  Chrift, 
that  we  be  no  more  children  toffed  to  and  fro,  and  carri- 
ed about  with  every  wind  of  doctrine  by  the  craft  (in  the 
original  kubeia,  that  is,  dice  play)  of  men,  by  the  fliuf- 
fling  to  the  methodifm  of  error."  The  writer  tranflates 
methodeian*  methodifm,  becaufe  he  thinks  the  terms  convey 
the  fame  idea.  In  its  common  acceptation,  it  fignifies 
*  circumvention^  or  impoflure.    Either  then  theaapoftle  has 
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deceived  us,  or  Chrift  gives,  and  will  continue  to  give 
pafiors  and  teachers  fsr  the  perfecting  of  the  faints,  and 
the  work  of  the  miniftry  and  the  edifying   of  the, 
body  of  Chrift,  until  all  the  members  of  his  myftical 
body   are  perfected,  that  is   until   time  {hall  be  no 
more  :  for  the  Saviour  exprefsly  fays— Matt,  xiii,  30 : 
*fc  Let  both  grow  together  until  the  harveft,  and  in  the 
time  of  harveft  I  will  iky  to  the  reapers  :  gather  ye 
together  firft  the  tares  and  bind  them  in  bundles  to  burn 
them,  but   gather  the   wheat   into   my  barn  and 
in  the  fame  chapter  he  himfelf  explains  the  parable, 
v,  37  .  .  .  .  cc  He  that  foweththe  good  feed  is  the  Son  o£ 
Man  ;  the  field  is  the  world  ;  the  good  feed  are  the 
children  of  the  kingdom, ;  bi\t  the  tares  are  the  children 
of  the  wicked  one  ;  the  enemy,  that  fovyed  them  is  the 
.devil;,  the  harveft  is  the  end  of*  the  world  ;  and  the. 
reapers  are  the  angels.55    In  words  as  clearly  expreffiva 
as  language  affords,  the  Saviour  tells  us  that  his  elect,  the. 
children  of  his  kingdom,  until  the. end  of  time  will  be  in 
the  world  intermixed  with  the  children  of  the  prince  ofi 
darknefs ;  until  that  period  therefore  he.  will  continue  ta, 
give  paftors  and  teachers  for  the  perfecting  of  his  elec\  j 
for  the  work  of  the  miniftry.    St.  Paulattefts  it ;  reafon 
attefts,  and  nothing  but  perverfe  obftinacy  can  deny  it, 
that  thefe  paftors  and  teachers,  whom  Chrift  gives  for. 
the  perfecting  of  the  faints  for  the  work  of  the  mink 
ftry,  are  they  only,  to  whom  the  authority  of  feeding 
and  teaching  his  flock  veiled  by  Jefus  Chrift  in  his  apof- 
Ues  defcends  in  regular  and  uninterrupted  fucceftion  ^ 
what  does  the  caftigator  think  of  this  rcafoning  ?  Scurri. 
ious  invectives  againft  popes  and  councils  will  not  invali- 
date concluiive  argument,  thefe  invectives  juftify  the  ne» 
cdfity  of  a  regular  iucceflion  of  paftors  of  Chrift's  ap-' 
pomtment,  to  enfure  his  difciples  againft  the  artifice  of 
impoftors  who  intrude  themfeives  ;  to  be  led  aftray  by. 
their  opinions  and  inventions   the  apoftle  with  great 
energy  calls  being  toiled  to  and  fro,  and  whirled  about 
with  every  wind  of  doctrine.    To  fet  this  truth  in  a 
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ftrortger  light  if  poffible,  the  writer  con trafts  the  injuhcil- 
ons  of  Jefus  Chrift  and  his  apoftleto  the  faithful  with  the 
advice  which  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  gives.  Chrift 
fays,  Matt.xviii,  17  :  "'if  any  man  will  not  hear  the  church 
tet  him  be  to  you  as  a  heathen  or  a  publican."  The  church 
fpeaks  by  its  paftors,  as  the  ftate  by  its  officers.  The 
caftigator,  in  direct  oppofition  to  the  injunction  of  jefus 
Chrift,  fays  to  the  iimple  faithful :  "  believe  them  not.** 
St.  Paul  fays,  Hebrews  xiii,  17:  "obey  your  guides 
and  be  fubjecl  to  them  for  they  watch  over  your  fouls, 
as  obliged  to  account  fet  tbcm"  The  caftigator  fays : 
"  follow  your  own  direction,  and  believe  them  not.'* 
After  this  ftiort  digreflion,  which  the  indecent  invectives 
or  rather  fcurrilous  abufe  lavifhed  on  popes  and  bifhops 
by  an  obfeure  individual,  who  has  yet  to  ftudy  the  firft 
elements  of  fcience,  extorted,  the  writer  proceeds  to 
difcufs  the  hackneyed  fubterfuges,  which  the  caftigator 
has  transcribed  from  his  repertory,  to  elude  or  rather  to 
embarrafs  a  truth  which  cannot  be  eluded.  Defpair  a- 
lone  fuggefts  the  firft.  "  Is  it  not  reafoning  in  a  circle 
to  fay  that  infallibility  proves  the  infpiration  of  the  fcrip- 
tures  and  then  the  fcriptu res  prove  the  infallibility  ?"  p. 
152.  Does  this  caftigator  believe  the  fcriptures  divine- 
ly infpired  ?  Or  does  he  not  ?  If  he  does,  they  may  be 
affumed  as  principles  admitted  on  both  fides.  If  he 
does  not  believe  them  divinely  infpired,  catholics  are  not 
embarrafled  to  prove  the  chriftian  religion  true,  and  the 
fcriptures  divinely  infpired,  againft  atheifts  and  deifts— 
fee  a  Treatife  on  the  firft  principles  of  Chrift ianity,  in 
which  that  queftion  is  difcuffed,  arid  the  fophifms  of 
atheifts  and  deifts  examined.  This  caftigator  does  not 
feem  to  know,  what  logicians  uriderftand  by  a  vicious 
circle  in  argument.  When  of  two  things  equally  uncer- 
tain the  one  is  affumed  as  a  certain  principle  to  prove  the 
other.  This  is  a  vicious  circle.  Does  this  caftigator  pre- 
tend that  a  principle,  admitted  by  both  parties  as  certain 
|and  infallibly  true,  is  an  uncertain  principle  ?  Againft 
fuch  nonfenfe  there  is  no  reafoning. 
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After  his  firft  aukward  attempt  to  throw  a  {hade  over 
a  truth,  which  blinds  him,  this  indefatigable  tranfcribsr 
fills  a  page  with  a  citation  from  the  Remarks^  in  which 
the  words  of  Chrift^  enjoining  obedience  to  his  church 
are  cited,  and  the  conduct  of  the  framers  of  the  tl  v  y 
nine  articles  of  Elizabeth's  creed  is  flated  as  incon* 
fiftent  with  this  injunction.  To  this  the  caftigator  re- 
plies :  "  that  the  framers  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  were 
ignorant  of  any  precept,  which  obliged  them  to  follow 
the  direction  of  the  church  implicitly. "  If  fo  they  were 
ignorant  of  the  fcriptures,  as  is  this  caftigator  :  for  there 
is  not  a  precept  in  the  decalogue  more  exprefsly  announ- 
ced than  that  of  Jems  Chrift,  Matt,  xviii.  17  :  44  if  any 
man  will  not  hear  the  Church  let  him  be  to  you  as  a 
Heathen  or  a  publican.'*  Though  the  framers  of  the 
thirty-nine  articles  knew  110  precept,  which  obliged  them- 
felves  to  obey  the  church  of  Chrift's  inftitution,  they 
feemed  to  know  fomethi^g  of  a  precept,  which  obliges 
Englishmen  to  obey  the  church  of  Elizabeth's  inftituti* 
on.  Are  not  the  minifters  of  the  church  of  England 
obliged  to  fubfcribe  the  thirty-nine  articles  ?  Are  not 
the  ftudents  in  the  univerfities  obliged  to  fubfcribe  them 
before  they  have  learned  to  examine  them  ?  Is  this  or- 
der confiftent  with  that  fundamental  principle  :  the 
fcriptures  are  a  fole  and  fufftcient  rule  of  faith-?  In  what 
book  of  the  fcriptures  did  thty  find  that  Elizabeth  was* 
head  of  the  church  ?  Where  is  it  faid  that  a  woman  is  a 
minifter  of  the  church  at  all  ?  The  power  of  Parliament 
is  great,  that  is  admitted  ;  it  can  do  every  thing  that  is 
naturally  pofiible  ;  fo  fays  Blackftone ;  but,  it  cannot 
make  a  woman  a  man  ;  and  confequen^f  could  not 
make  the  queen  a  minifter  of  Chrift's  church,  much 
lefs  could  they  make  her  the  chief  minifter  of  it.  "  They 
had  read  fomewherc,"  fays  the  caftigator,  <c  to  the  law 
and  the  teftimony  ;  if  they  fpeak  not  according  to  this 
word,  it  is  becaufe  there  is  no  light  in  them,"  Ifaias 
viii,  20.  Is  it  contrary  to  the  law  for  the  people  to 
obey  their  paftors  ?  If  this  caftigator's  fpirit  of  divination 
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fead  not  cHfcovered  It,  who  would  imagine,  that  obe* 
dience  to  she  paftors  of  the  church,  fo  ft r icily  and  re- 
peatedly enjoined,  both  in  the  old  and  new  law,  is  con- 
trary  to  the  law  ?  We  read  Tome  where  that  a  doubtful 
queftion  in  controverfy  was  to  be  referred  to  the  Priefts, 
the  Levites,  and  the  Judge,  whofe  decifton  was  final  -y 
and  that  Ample  man,  Mofes,  who  had  not  an  Edinburgh 
caftigator  in  his  Council,  inftead  of  directing  the  contend- 
ing parties  to  examine  the  decifion  of  the  Priefts,  to 
/determine  if  it  was  founded  in  the  law,  fays*  without  any 
*reftricHon  :  "  And  thou  (halt  do  according  to  the 
fen  ten  te,  which  they  mall  pronounce  from  the  place  which 
the  Lord  fhall  choofe  ;  thou  ftialt  not  decline  from  the 
fentence,  which  they  will  pronounce  to  thee,  to  the  right 
h  ind  nor  to  the  left  5  and  that  man  who  will  acT  in  pride^ 
and  will  riot  hearken  to  the  Prieit,  who  will  then  ftand 
to  minifter  there,  to  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  to  the 
judge,  that  man  fhall  die,  and  thou  (hall  remove  that 
evil  from  Ifrael,  and  all  the  people  Avail  hear,  and  fear, 
and  not  act  in  pride  in  future,"  Deut.  xvii,  11,12.  Has 
his  fpirit  of  divination  difcovered  in  what  ftage,  of  the 
Mofaic  difpenfation,  this  injunction  of  that  legiflator  ceaf- 
ed  to  oblige  ?  When  was  it  that  individuals  were  autho- 
Hfed  to  examine  the  deciilon  of  the  high  Prieft  and  .his 
Council  ?  The  prophet  Ifaias  called  the  people  to  the 
obfervance  of  the  law,  of  which  obedience  to  their  pal- 
ters was -an  indifpenftble  precept;  he  warned  them  a- 
gainft  the  infidious  artifices  of  impoftors — fci  When  they 
lay  unto  you  :  enquire  of  familiar  fpirits  (oboth)  and  o£L 
foothfayers-,  who  peep  and  who  mutter.  Should  not  the 
people  enquire  of  their  God  ?  Shall  they  enquire  of  the 
living  from  the  dead  1  To  the  law  and  the  teftimony  ; 
if  they  do  notfpeak  according  to  this  word  the  morning 
light  is  not  for  them — ein  leheni  SLachar — if.  viii,  20. 
The  prophet  forbids  the  people  to  confult  familiar  fpirits 
(the  original  term  oboih  may  Agnify  Ventrtfequi/ls J  or 
footh layers,  who  peep- — "  hajidehonim  hamet/aptfephim"— 
tha:  is,  who  infpect  the  entrails  of  beafts  or  birds  which 
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was  forbidden  Under  penalty  of  deathby  thelaw/helhews  the 
folly  of  confulting  carcafes  or  inanimate  idols  on  future 
events,  of  which  they  know  nothing,  directs  the  people  co 
obfervethelaw,andon  futureevents  tohaverecourfeto  the 
ark  of  the  teftimony,  which  was  placed  under  the  mercy 
feat  from  which  the  Divine  oracles  were  given."— ~ 
Exod.  xxv,  at.  He  then  concludes  with  a  terrible  me- 
nace, that  if  they  did  not  obferve  this  injunction,  the 
morning  light,  by  which  profperity  is  nVuified  in  the 
prophetic  ftyle,  is  not  for  them.  In  this  pafiage  the  caf- 
tigator's  oboth  has  dilcovered  that  Ifms  di  reeled  the 
Jews  to  examine  the  doctrine  of  their  payors,  and  if  their 
paftors  did  not  teach  according  to  the  law,  to  difregard 
them.  He  forgot  to  tell  us  by  what  authority  thefe 
ventriloquifts  and  foothfiyers  were  appointed  paftors  of 
the  Jewifh  church,  or  teachers  of  that  people  $  men  who 
are  duped  by  fuch  impofture  are  fcarcely  deferving  of 
pity. 

In  the  next  paragraph,  p.  154,  the  caftigator  cites 
thefe  words  from  the  -  writer's  Remarks  :  kC  our  iSaviour 
faid  without  referve  or  reftriclion  :  if  he  will  not  hear 
the  church,  let  him  be  to  thee  as  a  Heathen."  To  this 
he  replies  :  "  the  apoftle  Paul  alfo  fays  with  as  little 
referve  or  reftriction  :  '  put  them  in  mind  to  be  fubjecT. 
to  principalities  and  powers,  to  obey  magiftrates,'  yet 
both  the  primitive  Chriftians  and  proteftant  heretics^ 
whom  they  have  murdered  in  myriads,  can  atteft  their 
want  of  infallibility."  To  extract  fomething  like  argu- 
ment from  this  jumble  of  words,  and  ideas  it  mud  be  : 
as  the  Heathen  magistrates  to  whom  Paul  enjoined  obe- 
dience were  not  infallible,  fo  the  paftors  of  ChrilPs 
church,  to  whom  Chrift  in  the  fame  manner  enjoined 
obedience,  are  not  infallible.  The  writer  was  yet  to 
learn  that  the  obedience  to  the  magiftrates  and  the  mi- 
nifters  of  the  ftate,  which  the  apoftle  ordered,  was  of 
the  fame  nature  with  the  obedience  to  the  paftors 
and  teachers  of  his  church  enjoined  by  Chrift.  He 
like  other  ample  men,  who  have  no  familiar  fpirit  to 
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confult,  thought  the  obedience  of  which  the  apoftle 
{peaks  confined  to  civil  duties,  and  the  obedience  enjoin- 
ed by  the  Saviour  to  be  of  a  religious  nature  ;  he  had  not 
yet  learned  to  believe  that  Chrift  had  conftituted  the 
minifters  and  mfgiftrates  of  the  ftate,  paftors  and  teach- 
ers  of  his  church  ;  or  that  he  had  made  the  paftors 
and  teachers  of  his  church  minifters  and  magiftrates  of 
the  ftate.  The  world  is  indebted  to  this  Edinburgh 
eaftigator's  ob.  for  two  great  difcoveries  :  that  the 
yentrijoquifts  and  fnothfayers  were  the  pallors  of  the 
Jewiih _ church. and  that  the  Heathen  magiftrates  were  the 
'  firft  paftors  of  the  Chnftian  church. 

He  fiils  a  few  pages  with  invectives  againft  the  Phari- 
fees  and  popes,  whom  he  claries  together  and  pioufty  con. 
%ns  to  the  fpir.it  of  dirknefs,  with  whom  he  feerris 
to.  have  aim  oft  as  great  an  intimacy  as  his  anceftor  Mar- 
tin ;  he  telis  us,  what  we  know,  that  the  Saviour  warned 
his  difciples  againft  the  hypocrify  of  the  Pharifees,  from 
whence  his  readers  muft  conclude,  that  Chrift  warned 
the  f.uthful  againft  the  hypocrify  of  popes  and  popifti 
bifhpps.  If  he  had  not  informed  us,  we  fhould  not  have 
known  that  Chrift  had  warned  his  difciples  againft  the 
hypocrify  of  the  paftors  of  his  own  inftitudon  :  for  after 
all,  thefe  popes  and  popifti  biihops,  were  the  firft  paftors, 
1  and  the  fole  paftors  of  Chrift's  church,  many  centuries 
bef  ore  trie  new  modelled  church  of  this  cafti gating  paftor 
was  known,    Ashe  has  been  fo  complaifant  to  us,  he 
muft  not  be  furprifed  at  a  piece  of  information,  which 
we  give  him,  that  is,  that  Chrift  did  warn  the  faithful 
againft  the  hypocrify  not  of  the  paftors  of  his  own  choice, 
but  of  the  paftoFS  of  their  own  choice^  or  of  the  choice  of 
others  not  authorifed  by  him.    Thefe  he,  with  great 
propriety  calls  wolves  in  fheep's  clothing  :  "beware," 
faid  he,  66  of  fajfe  prophets,  who  come  to  you  .in  Iheep's 
clothing  ;  but  inwardly  they  are  ravening  woJves." — 
Matt,  vii,  15.    Has  this  caftigator,  in  his   ferious  mo- 
ments, ever  beftowed  a  ferious  thought  on  this  warning? 
In  all  thefe  invectives  the   writer  can  find  nothing  like 
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argument :  he  has  not  cited  one  unfounded  decifion  of 
the  pallors  of  the  Jewifh  Church,  before   their  decifion 
againit  Chrift  himfelf,  which  was  clearly  predicted,  and  .j 
by  which  it  ceafed  to  be  a  Church. 

From  his  repertory  he  tranfcribes  a  few  lines  from  a 
pafTage  in  Jerom's  works,  to  which,  as  ufual,  he  affixes 
a  fenfe  as  oppofite  to  the  fenfe  intended  by  that  father,' 
as  falfehood  is  to  truth  :  the  writer  tranfcribes  the  whole 
paffage,  not  from   Ulyricus's  Catalogue  of  Witrie/fes,  this 
caftigator's  repertory,  but  from  Jerom's  work  now  open 
before  him  :  u  Then  Jefusfaid  to  the  multitudes  and  to 
the  difciples  •  the  fcribes  and  Pharifees  lit  on  the  chair 
of  Mofes,  therefore  ail  things  whatfoever  they  fay  unto 
you  to  keep  ;  keep  and  do  them,  but  according  to  their 
works  do  not  'do,"— Matt,  xxiii,  i.    On  this  paffage* 
Jerom  fays  :  "  What  more  mild,  what  more  gentle  than, 
the  Lord  ?  He  is  tempted  by  the  Pharifees  ;  their  artifi- 
ces  are  confounded,  and  their  toils,  according  to  the 
pfalrnift,    are  the  arrows  of  children,  neverthelefs,  for  I 
the  dignity  of  the  priellhood,  and  of  the  name,  he  ex- 
horts the  people  to  be  fubjecV  to  them,  confidering  not  their 
works  but  their  doclrine,  for  that  he  fays  the  chair  of  Mo-  j 
fes,  by  the  chair  he  fliews  the  doctrine  of  the  law."— 
Per  Calhedram  ojlendii  doctrinam  legit.    In  words  as  clear- 
ly expreflive  as  language  can  make  them,  Jerom  fays  : 
that  notwithstanding  the  enmity  of  the  Pharifees,  their 
artifices,  and  hypocrify,  the  Saviour  in  refpecr.  to  the 
dignity  of  the  priefthood,  "  propter  facer  dctii  dignitatem" 
enjoined  obedience  to  them  who  fat  on  Mofes'  chair  ; 
and  that   this  obedience  confifted  in  obferving  their 
doctrine,  Jerom  proves  from  ChrnTs  mentioning  the  I 
chair  of  Mofes.    From  this  paffage  the  caftigator  gar- 1 
bles  thefefew  words  :  ".by  the  chair  of  Mofes,  Chrift 
means  the  doctrine  of  the  Law,"  intimating  that  Chrift 
did  not  enjoin  obedience  to  the  priefts  but  to  the  law, 
of  which  in  his  new  modelled  doctrine  every  cobler  was  i 
thelble  comoetent  judge.    Even  thefe  few  words  which  i 
he  garbles  from  the  paffage,  are  falfified  to  fit  them  fome 
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nfray  or  other  to  his  purpofc  :  it  is  infupportably  irkfome 
lo  be  (  bilged  to  correct  fo  many  impoftures.  To  this 
he  adds  a  p^flage  from  St.  Auftin,  which  in  the  genuine 
fenfe  is  a  full  condemnation  of  himfclf  :  "  God  there- 
fore." fays  Si;  Auftin,  '*  teaches  by  them,  (the  paftors 
of  his  own  church)  but  if  they  teach  doctrine  of  their 
own,  do  not  hear  them*"  If  it  be  true  as  St  Auftin 
fays,  that  God  teaches  by  the  pallors  of  his  own  church, 
it  is  therefore  true  that  he  does  not  teach  by  ielfcon^ 
ftituted  paftors,  or  by  pallors  appointed  by  others  not 
authorifed  by  him.  .But,  continues  Auftin,  if  they  teach 
doctrines  of  their  own  do  not  hear  them.  He  could  not 
more  exprefsly,  or  with  greater  precision  condemn  all 
innovators  :  for  if  a  prelate  regularly  inftituted,  and 
consequently  a  true  paftor  of  Ghrlft's  church  at  the  time 
of  his  institution,  prefumes  to  fupprefs  the  doctrine 
taught  in  his  See,  at  t|ie  time  of  his  acceflion,  and  fub- 
flitute  his  own  opinions,  the  fucceflion  ceafes  in  him  ; 
the  people  are  not  to  believe  him  ;  if  this  be  true  of  a 
regularly  inftituted  paftor,  when  he  prefumes  to  inno- 
vate, how  much  more  manifeftly  true  is  it  of  a  man, 
who,  not  being  a  paftor  of  Ghrift's  church  at  all,  obtrudes 
his  opinions  on  the  people.  But  how  may  the  people 
know  that  the  paftor,  regularly  inftituted,  changes  the 
ancient  doctrine.  The  intelligent  part  of  the  community 
know  it  by  the  teftimony  of  their  fenfes  :  they  know  the 
doctrine,  which  they  had  learnt  in  their  infancy,  and 
they  hear  the  innovator  teach  a  doctrine  inconfiftent 
with  it.  That  this  new  doctrine,  is  not  the  doctrine  of 
the  catholic  church,  they  may  know  with  unerring  cer- 
tainty from  the  decifion  of  the  paftors  afiembled  in  union 
with  their  head,  who  profcribe  the  error,  and  oblige  the 
innovator  to  retract,  or  difmifs  him  from  his  charge. 
St.  Auftin,  did  not  dream  of  fending  the'  faithful  to 
examine  the  doctrine  of  innovators,  by  the  rule  of  the 
fcriptures,  which  not  one  of  a  thoufand  in  his.  t  ime,  could 
read,  and  of  which  not  one  of  ten  thoufand  could  pro- 
cure a  copy.    This  venerable  prelate  fays  :  u  the  truth 
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of  the  fcriptures  is  obferved  by  us,  when  we  do  thai 
which  is  determined  by  the  univerfal  church,  which  the 
authority  of  the  fcriptures  themfelves  commends  :  that* 
as  the  holy  fctipture  cannot  deceive,  whoever  fears  to  be 
deceived  by  the  obfcurity  of  this  queftion,  may  confuk 
on  it,  that  church,  which  the  holy  fcripture  without  any 
ambiguity  demonfirates,^— Cont.  Cref.  Cap.  33,  N.  39, 
St.  Auftin,  who  knew  the  art  of  reafocing.  as  well  as  any 
writer,  whofe  works  have  efcap.ed  the  ravages  of  time, 
did  not  think  this  reafoning'm  a  vicious  circle  ;  he,  had 
ijot  our  Edinburgh  caftigito.r's  $b,  to  direct,  him. 

This  writer  in  his  Remarks  p.  64.  fee  wing,  the  neceffuy 
of  a  living  judge,  to  determine  the  true  conftr action  of 
the  law,  in  doubtful  ca/es,  and  exclude  the  fictitious  con- 
fiructions  of  ignorant  or  tnterefted  individuals,  had  laid 
that  fuch  a  Judge,  was  exprefsly  conitituted  by  lVL)fes,  in 
the  old  law— Deut.  xvii,  and  refuting  an  aiTertion  of 
Doctor  Stanfer,  importing  that  the  people  were  referred 
In  doubtful  cafes  to  the  fcriptures-,  not  to  their  paftors, 
he  had  faid  that  the  prophet  Malachi  thought  the  people 
fhould.  feck  the  law  from  the  inouth  of  the  prieft,  p> 
104 ;  and  p.  £7  he  had  faid,  that  when  Chrift  (poke  of 
the  lawful  paftors  of  the  Jewim  church,  he  had  enjoined 
obedience  and  fubmillion  to.their  orders.  We  mu ft  ad- 
mire the  fagacity  of,  our  Edinburgh  caftigator,  who 
difcovers  in  this  an  inconfiflency.  He  admits  that  the 
paifages  are  truly  dated.  If  there  bean  inconfiftency  it 
iiiiiii  be  either  in  his  imagination  or  in  the  fcriptures. 
He  replies  to  the  paffage  in  Deut.  xvii,  that  if  infallibility 
be  proved  by  it,  it  mult  apply  to  civil  tranfactions  as 
well  as  ecclefiailical  dilcutfiona,  and  a. .fh ire  be  allowed 
to  the  Judge  as  well  as  to  the  high  prieft.  If  he  had 
confulted  the  fcriptures,  not  his  ob.  he  would  have 
known  that  many  of  thefe  tranfaclions,  which  we  call 
civil,  were  determined  by  the  Jewnh  law,  of  which  the 
Priefts  and  Levites  were  the  folc  judges,  and  though  Je- 
hofaphat  nominated  fome  civil  m.igillrates  from  other 
tribes  to  at  in  the  Supreme  Council,  with  the  priefts  and 
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^Levites,  and  judge  with  them  in  civil  action's,  yet  all 
ecclefiaftical  difcuffions  were  referved  to  the  judgment 
of  the  priefts  :  "and  alfo  in  Jerufalem,  Jehofaphat  ap- 
pointed of  the  Levites,  and  of  the  priefts  and  of  the 
heads  of  the  fathers,  in  Ifrael  for  the  judgment  of  the 
Lord,  and  for  controveriy  for  the  inhabitants  or  Je- 
rufalem ;  and  hecommanded  them,  faying,  thus  you  mail 
act  in  the  fear  of  the  Lord,  in  fidelity  and  with  a  peace- 
able heart  ;  and  every  controverfy,  which  comes  to  you 
from  your  brethren  dwelling  in  their  cities,  between 
blood  and  blood,  between  law  and  commandment,  for 
ceremonies  and  cuftoms,  you  mail  (hew  them,  and 
they  will  not  fin  again  ft  the  Lord,  and  wrath  will  not 
be  on  your  brethren,  thus  you  will  do  and  you  will 
not  fin.  And  behold  Amariah,  the  high  prieft,  over  you  in 
every  thing  which  regards  the  Lord,  and  Zebadiah .  fon  of 
Ifmael,  prince  in  the  houfe  of  Judah,  over  every  thing 
which  regards  the  king,  and  the  Levites  teachers  be- 
fore you." — 2d  Chro.  xix,  10,  n.  Dr.  Southwell  on 
this  paffige  fays,  that  the  civil  magiftrates  would  not 
have  been  admitted  to  fet  in  the  Supreme  Council,  if 
many  of  the  priefts  and  Levites,  had  not  neglected  their 
duty.  Whether  the  feventy  elders  chofen  by  Mofes, 
Num.  xi.  1 6,  to  compofe  the  Supreme  Council,  were 
taken  indifcriminately  from  all  the  tribes,  or  exclufively 
from  the  tribe  of  Levi  as  Southwell,  muft  have  thought  , 
and  his  opinion  is  rendered  probable  by  the  original  text  i 
for  Mofes  was  ordered  to  collect  them,  whom  he  kne  w 
to  be  chiefs  of  the  people  and  teachers  :  "  oJJoer 
j adit  ha  chi  hem  Ziknei  haam  ve  Jhoteraio."  We  know 
that  the  public  inftrucYion  was  committed  to  the 
Levites,  it  is  unqueftionably  true,  that  all  religious 
controverlies  were  referved  to  the  judgment  of  the 
priefts,  over  whom  the  high  prieft  prefided  ;  and  that 
their  decilion  was  of  infallible  authority  is  equally  certain  : 
for  two  reafons,  which  bear  no  reply  :  the  firft,  becaufe 
God  by  his  prophet  fays  :  "  they  will  announce  to  you 
the  word  of  judgment,"  ve  higidou  Ida  diber  hamijphat^ 
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whkh  cannot,  without  biafphemy;  be  underftood  of  an 
unjuft  fentence.  To  thisJirft  reafon,  the  writer  adds  a 
fecond  of  eqUal  force  :  God  orders,  difobedience  to  their 
deciiion  to  be  puniihed  by  de,ath  5  and»God  would  not, 
nor  could  not  confidently  with  hisjufttee  and  fanctity, 
enjoin  obedience  to  an  iniquitous  fentence  under  fo  hea- 
vy a  penalty.  It  is  not  jumbling  unmeaning  words  to- 
gether to  introduce  confu  (ion,  and  calling  writers  great 
Imrsy  that  will  invalidate  clofe  reafoning. 

After  a  vain  effort  to  elude  the  force  of  thepaffage  of 
Deut.  xvii,  by  (baring  the  infallibility  between  the  high 
prieit  and  the  Judge,  the  caRigator  cites,  from  the  wrU, 
ter's  Remarks,  thefe  words  of  Malachi  :  "  the  lips  of 
the  prieft  fhall  prefer ve  knowledge,  and  they  mail  feek 
the  law  from  his  mouth,  becaufe  he  is  the  meflfenger  of 
the  Lord."  To  this  he  replies,  as  if  this  writer  had 
claimed  an  unerring  authority  for  the  individuals  of  the 
Aaronie  priefthood ;  an  old  artifice,  by  which  many 
well  meaning  people  have  been  deluded.  Let  him  only 
eonfult  the  following  verfe,  and  he  will  fee  what  infalli- 
bility the  prieft?  of  th'jfe  days  difcovered  :  <4  but  ye 
are  departed  out  of  the  way."  What  then  ?  Though 
it  be  true  that  many  of  the  priefts  did  fwerve  from  their 
duty,  it  is  not  the  lefs  true  that  it  was  their  official  duty 
to  teach  the  law  y  and  equally  the  duty  of  the  faithful 
to  feek  the  law  from  their  mouth,  as  the  prophet  declar- 
ed, and  this  writer  afferted,  authorized  by  him,  in  op- 
position.to  that  infult  on  common  fenfe,  which  fends  the 
illiterate  mechanic  to  fifh  for  the  law  in  the  fcriptures. 

Having  amufed  his  readers  with  fome  garbled  extracts, 
and  a  few  unmeaning  words,  which  he  calls  difcufling 
the  Jewifh  infallibility,  this  caftigator  tells  us  that  the 
Jewifh  church,  like  the  Romiih,  generally  found  the 
prophets  rank  heretics,  perfecuted  and  put  them  to  death. 
Some  impious  princes  did  perfecute  the  prophets  if  is 
true,  but  that  the  Jewifh  church  did  judge  them  rank 
heretics,  is  rank  nonfenfe.  What  other  fcriptures  were 
read  in  their  fynagogues  but  the  writings  of  the  pro- 
phets ?  We 
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We  are  to  underftand  that  the  Reformifts,  whom  tils 
Romifli  church  judged  heretics,  were  prophets.  What 
a  catalogue^  of  new  prophets  his  fpirit  of  divination  has 
difcovered?  One  of  them  we  know  aflumed  the  title  of 
Jivangelift  of  Wirtemberg,  and  was  called  the  Germanic 
Prophet  by  his  panegyrifts.  This  caftigator  no  doubt 
will  tell  us  when  we  may  expert  this  new  Meflias,  whofe 
prophets  have  been  rejected  by  the  Romifli  church,  or 

j  (hail  we  believe  the  apoftle,  that  this  imaginary  Chrift, 
as  yet  expected  by  the  Jews,  is  the  real  Antichrift,  and 
thefe  pretended  prophets  his  precurfors  ? 

The  pallors  of  the  Romifli  church,  fo  called  In  modern 
cant,  then  and  yet  the  Chriftian  church,  not  knowing 
that  the  Chriftian  priefthood  was  to  be  transferred,  and 
the  covenant  of  the  new  law  to  be  fucceeded  by  another 
covenant,  of  which  the  prophets  and  apoftles  knew  no- 
thing, very  naturally  concluded  that  thefe  new  prophets 
were  the  men  defcribed  by  Jefus  Chrift,  when  he 
(aid  :  "  beware  of  falfe  prophets,  who  come  to  you  in 
Iheep's  clothing,  but  within  they  are  ravening  wolves," 
— Mat.  vii,  15.  They  thought  their  teeth  and  claws 
uncommon,  and  their  whining  did  not  even  in  found 
refemble  the  bleating  of  the  fheep.  Be  that  as  it  will, 
the  prophets,  whether  pcrfecuted  by  the  Jewiffi  church 

I  or  not,  never  prefumed  to  reform  the  faith,  the  rites  or 
ceremonies  of  that  church ;  they  never  relinquished 
the  communion  of  that  church.  However  feverely  they 
cenfured  the  conduct  of  the  priefts,  they  communica- 
ted with  them  in  the  temple,  and  in. their  fyriagogues, 
aflifted  at  their  facrifices  and  other  rites  and  ceremo. 
nies.  In  what  did  thefe  new  prophets  refemble 
them  ?  And  Chrift  hirnfelf  though  rejected  by  them 
as  was  foretold,  did  not  relinquish  the  corn  manic*::, 
of  the  Jewilh  church,  until,  by  the  iniquitous  fen- 
tence  which  condemned  him  to  death,  it  csafed  to  be 
a  church.  He  continued  to  honour  the  priefihoo'd. 
until  the  very  inftant  of  its  final  ceffation  :  when  the 

Ij  Council  was  afferrrbled  in  which  it  was  determined  that 
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Chrift  (houlddie,  John  xi.  49  :  one  of  them,  Caiphat, 
being  the  high  prieft  of  that  year,  faid   unto   them  : 
you  know  nothing  at  all,  nor  do  you  confider  that  it  is 
expedient  for  us  that  one  man  fhoud  die  for  the  people, 
and  that  the  whole  nation  mould  not  perMh     this,  con- 
tinues the  Evangelift,  "  he  did  not  fay  from  hnrnelf,  but 
being  high  prieft  of  that  year  he  prophefied  that  Jefus 
{houlddie  for  that  nation,  and  not  for  that  nation  only, 
but  that  alfo  he  mould  collect  in  one  the  children  of 
God,  who  were   difperfcd  abroad  "     thrift  himfelf 
though  filent  on  the  heavy  accufations  brought  againft 
him,  yet  when  adjured  by  the  liigh  prieft  to  declare  if 
he  were  the   Meffias,  obferving  that  leffon  which  he 
himfelf  had  taught,  to  refpect  the  chair  of  Mofes,  he 
admitted  it.    Let   any  man  contraft  the  meeknefsof 
Chrift  and  his  apoftles  with  the  unmanageable  impetu- 
oiityof  thefe  new- modelled  prophets  ;  the  modefty  of 
the  replies  of  the  former  to  the  minifters  of  the  Jewifli 
church,  with  that  torrent  of  fcurrilous  abufe,  which  the 
latter  have  poured  out  on  the  minifters  of  the  Chriftian 
church,  and  which  this  caftigator,  in  imitation  of  his 
anceftors,  continues  to  beftow  on  their  fucceflbrs,  and 
he  muft  be  either  unaccountably  ftupid,  or  infuperably 
obftinate,  if  he  does  not  conclude  that  thefe  pretended 
prophets  have  nothing  in  common  with  Chrift  or  his 
apoftles.  u™ 
Having  thus,  as  he  imagines,  fupprefted  every  claim 
to  ir;£aHibility  in  doctrine  in  the  Jewifh  church,  and 
£bewn  that  the  God  of  Truth  and   San&itv  had   for  fo 
many  ages  on  earth,  either  no  church  at  all,  or  a  church 
which  taught  error  and  authorifcd  vice,  the  caftigator, 
whofe  imagination  is  fruitful  in  wild  conjectures  and  ri- 
diculous fubterfuges.  pretends  to  difcufs  the  writer's 
proofs  of  the  infallibility  of  the  Romifli  Church  :  they  are 
he  fays,  p.  160,  founded   on  the  fuppofition  that  the 
Romiih   Church,  is  the  Church  of  Chrift  to  which  the 
promifes  were  made.    True,  and  he  now  tells  the  cafti- 
gator that   the  proriiife*  were  made  to  fome  church  ; 


irlc.be  not  to  the  church  of  Rome,  or,  to  fpeak  more  cor- 
rectly, to  the  church  in  communion  with  the  See  of 
Rome,  this  caftigator  no  doubt,  or  his  fpirit  of  divina- 
tion, or  fomekoth.er  familiar  fpirit  of  the  fame  fpecies, 
will  affign..  the  church  to  which  the  promifes  were 
made,  and  (hew  its  title  more  ancient  than  that  of  the 
cUurch  of  Rome  ;  until  this  happens  the  writer  muft 
pcrftft  in  his  belief,  that  the  church  in  communion  with 
the  See  of  Rome,  is  the  church  of  Chrift  to  which  the 
promifes  were  made. 

In  the  next  page  the  caftigator  cites  from  the  writer's 
Remarks,  this  parage  of  Ifaiah  ii.  3,  "  he  w'U  teach  us 
his  ways  and  we  will  walk  in  his  paths  #  and  alfo  thefe 
words  of  the  writer*.  "  God,  whether  he  teaches  by 
himfdf,  as  when  vifible.  on  earth,  or  by  his  minifters, 
as  fince  his  afcenfion,  teaches  no  errors  at  all.3'  This 
truth  he  has  the  condelceniion  to  admit,  but  finds  a 
fancied  evafton  in  a  reflection  which  only  ferves  to  con- 
firm the  tnu  h  :  "  if,"  fays  he,  "  thefe  wo^ds  prove  in- 
fallibility  at  all,  they  teach  as  much  freedom  from  error  in 
obedience  as  in  doctrine,"  which  is.  true  :  for  th£  church 
is  not  lefs  faithful  in  her  obedience  to  jefus  Chrift  than 
in  teaching  his  doctrine.  If  there  be  unfound  members 
whodifobey  Jefus  Chrift,  it  is  becaufe  they  dilbbey  his 
church,  which  ftrictly  enjoins  and  incefTantly  teaches  her 
children  to  obferve  his  law.  If  it  be  afked,  as  it  frequently 
is,  why  did  not  Chrift  exclude  vice  from  his  church,  as 
well  as  error  ?  The  reply  is  fimple  :  we  muft  confine 
Ourfelves  to  what  he  has  deigned  to  promife,  not  diftort 
his  words  nor  extend  them  beyond  their  limits.  Toaik 
why  Chrift  has  not  done  this,  or  that,  betrays  either  ig- 
norance or  impudence  or  both,  in  all  his  words  and  ac- 
tiuns  he  was  directed  by  his  wifdom  :  he  has  promifed 
to  be  with  the  paftors  of  his  church  teaching  and  bap- 
tifing  until  time  fnall  be  no  more, it  is  blafphemy  to  affert 
that  the  God  of  truth  teaches  falfehood  ;  he  has  not  pro- 
mifed to  exclude  vice  or  imperfection,  on  the  contrary 
he  has  told  us  that  the  tares  would  be  intermixed  wuh 
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the  wheat,  until  the  harveft,  that  is,  that  the  children  of 
darknefs  will  be  found  indifcriminately  with  the  children 
of  light  until  the  confummation,  in  the  fame  fenfe  he  has 
faid  that  the  kingdom  of  Heaven  is  like  a  net  caft  into 
the  fea,  which  takes  fifli  of  all  kinds,  but  when  full,  it  is 
brought  to  land,  the  good  fifti  is  preferved  for  ufe,  and 
the  bad  thrown  away.—  Matt*  xiii.  This  muft  be  un- 
derftood  of  Chrifi's  Kingdom  in  this  world,  for  in  the 
heavens  there  are  none  bad  to  be  thrown  out.  The  fir  ft 
object  of  the  church,  and  its  indifpenfible  duty,  is  to 
correct,  vice  and  reclaim  finners,  for  this  end  Chrift  has 
given  parlors  and  teachers  to  his  church,  or,  as  St.  Paul 
expreffes  it,— Eph.  iv,  to  perfect  the  faints  by  the  work , 
of  the  miniftry,  for  what  is  it  to  perfect  the  faints,  by 
the  work  of  the  miniftry,  if  it  be  not  by  preaching  the 
word  of  God  to  reclaim  finners,  to  convert  infidels  to 
the  faith  of  Chrift  ;  to  cleanfe  them  from  fin  by  ad- 
miniftering  the  facrament  of  baptlfm  ;  by  other  rites 
and  ceremonies  of  ChrifVs  inftitution  to  ftrengthen  them  ; 
by  adminiftering  the  eucharift  to  fanctify  them  ;  by  un- 
remitting attention  to  prepare  them  for  their  place  in 
the  celeftial  kingdom,  what  St.  Paul  calls  for  the  replac- 
ing the  diflocated  members  pros  katartifmon,  to  intimate 
the  unity  of  the  church,  the  rnyftical  body  of  Jefus 
Chrift,  of  which  all  his  elect  are  members. 

In  his  next  lubterfuge  he  adds  a  linking  inftance  of 
that  total  ignorance  of  the  art  of  reafoning,  of  which  we 
have  feen  fo  many  fpecimcns  already.  Infallibility 
in  doctrine  is  ufelefs,  he  fays,  if  all  the  teachers  be 
not  infallible,  and  all  the  people  who  are  to  be  taught 
be  net  alfo  infallible.  If  he  had  not  difcarded  com- 
mon fenfe  from  his  councils,  he  would  have  known 
that  the  aftent  of  the  moft  illiterate  peafant  to  an  infalli- 
ble truth,  is  equally  infallible,  with  that  of  the  moft 
acute  philofophcr.  The  unerring  certainty  of  any  doc- 
trine depends  on  its  connexion  with  an  infallible  motive, 
not  on  the  infallibility  of  the  teacher,  or  the  difciple- 
Thus  in  geonu  try  the  afTent  of  the  fchool  boy  to  this 
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proportion,  "  the  three  angle??  of  any  right  lined  triangle 
are  equal  to  two  right  angles."  is  as  infallible,  as  that  of 
a  Newton  or  a  Defcartes,  though  neither  the  teacher 
nor  the  fchool  boy,  have  any  pretentions  to  infallibility, 
becaufe  the  truth  of  this  proportion  refts  on  mathema- 
tical demonftration,  a  motive  which  founds  an  infallible 
aflent.  Thus  again,  the  affent'of  the  mo  ft  illiterate 
peafant  in  Nova-Scotia  to  this  propofition  •  "  London 
is  the  chief  city  of  England,"  is  as  infallibly  certain,  as 
that  of  the  mo  ft  intelligent  man  in  the  Province  :  why 
fo  ?  Becaufe  this  truth  refts  on  a  motive  as  infallibly 
true,  as  mathematical  demonftration,  that  is,  the  tefti-  y 
snony  of  man  univcrfal  and  uncontradicted,  in  like  man- 
ner the  silent  of  the  in  oft  ignorant  catholic  to  this  ca- 
tholic truth,  "  Chrift  is  true  God  and  true  man," 
is  as  infallible  as  that  of  the  mod  learned  divine;  why  fo  ? 
Becaufe  this  truth  refts  on  the  teftimony  of  God,  who  can- 
not deceive.  An  embarrarling  queftion  prefents  itfelf,  to 
which  the  man  who  recedes  from  the  unity  of  the  church, 
and  difclaims  her  infallible  authority  as  a  witnefs,  can 
make  no  reply  :  "  How  is  it  known  that  God  attefts 
this  catholic  truth  ?"  This  queftion  {hews  the  efTential 
difference  between  the  unerring  faith  of  the  catholic, 
and  the  uncertain  ©pinion  of  the  fectary  :  the  inftant  a 
man  recedes  from  the  unity  of  the  church,  he  can  no 
longer  reclaim  her  teftimony  to  authorife  his  fait.h.  To  /  > 
the  faith  authorifed  by  her  teftimony  he  fubftitutes  an 
opinion,  authorifed  by  no  other  teftimony  but  his  own, 
which  is  manifeftly,  and  even  confeffedly,  fallible  as  he 
is  himfelf  :  In  vain  he  pretends  to  find  his  new  opinion 
in  the  fcriptures  :  he  is  told  that  the  fcriptures,  together 
with  the  fenfe  in  which  they  are  underftood,  were  deposi- 
ted by  the  infpired  writers  in  the  hands  of  that  church, 
which  he  difclaims  ;  that  thefe  fcriptures  were  commit- 
ted as  a  depoftt  by  the  apofties  to  the  paftors  to  whom 
they  entrufted  the  flock,  and  tranfmitted  by  right  of  in- 
heritance to  their  lawful  fuccefTors  in  office  ;  he  is  told, 
moreover,  that  in  thefe  fcriptures  others,  not  inferior  to 
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him  in  -paint  of  fcience,  find,  or  pretend -to  find, -an  cpi 
nioa  directly  oppofke  to  his  ;  that  his  teftimoiiy,  in  fup- 
port  of  his  own  opinion,  is  not  of  greater  weight  than  the 
teflimony  of  others  equally  intelligent  in  fupport  of  the 
contradictory:  Thus,  for  in  dance  ;  Anus  found,  in  the 
fcriptures  that  Chrift  was  true  Man,  but  not  true  God  ; 
Eutyches  found  in  the,  lame  Scriptures  that  Chrifi  was 
true  God,  but  not  true  (vjan  ;  Nellorius  found. that  there 
were  two  Chrifts,  one  true  God,  and, the  other  true  Man, 
Thefe  opinions  were  equally  falfe,  and  equally  authorifed  : 
for  the  teftimony  of  Arius,  in  fupport  of  his  own  opini- 
on was  of  as  great  weight  as  that  of  Eutyches  in  fup- 
port of  the  oppofite,  or  that  of  Neflorius  in  oppofition 
to  both.  To  defcend-to  our  own  times;  the  oppoiiie 
opinions  of  Arminius  and  Gomar,  which  divided  the 
proteftant  churches  and  fchools  in  Holland,  and  fee  that 
country  in  a  flame,  were  equally  authorifed.  Gomar,  a, 
rigid  Calvinift  imagined  he  found  in  the  fcriptures,  what 
he  really  found  in  Calvin's  Inftitution,  "  that  Adasia 
could  ndt  avoid  his  fail,  and  yet  that  he  was  not  the 
lefs  criminal  becaule  he  fell  voluntarily. "  This  doctrine, 
which  makes  God  more  hateful  than  the  Devil,  Calvin 
deduced  from  two  fuppofed  principles,  equally  falfe  : 
the  firft  :  that  God  impofes  on  ail  things,  and  even  o% 
our  will,  an  irrefiftible  neceflity  ;  to  this  he, adds  a  fe- 
coad  ;  that  this  necedity  does  net  excufe  from  fin. — Libo 
de  ater.  dei  ppe.  Arminius,  a  benevolent  Kian,  who 
had  nothing  of  that  phlegmatic  malignity,  which  cha- 
racterifcd  Calvin  and  his  difciple  Gomar,  iii  his  compa- 
ction, alarmed  at  this  horrible  doctrine,  which  propofes 
to  our  belief,  a  God,  who  creates  a  man  without  his 
concurrence  or  confent,  makes  him  wicked  by  his  irrefifti- 
ble  will,  and  damns  him  for  crimes,  which  he  could 
not  avoid,  in  oppofition  to  Gomar,  found  that  in  God 
there  is  a  general  will  to  fave  all  men,  and  in  Jefus  Chrifl 
a  fmcere,. intention  to  redeem  them,  and  means  fuflici- 
ent  offered  to  all.  Thefe  truths  are  found,  in  the  fcrip- 
tui^>,  but  Arminius  added  that  human  nature  was  not 
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corrupted  by  fin,  and  that  fupernaturai  afTrftance  was 
not  neceflary  for  the  exercife  of  virtue.  Hence  Go- 
mar's  horrible  paradox,  and  Arminius's  benevolent  opi- 
nion, though  both  falfe,  are  equally  authorifed  ;  for 
the  teftimony  of  Gomar,  or  of  his  mafter,  Calvin,  in 
fupport  of  his  opinion,  is  not  of  greater  weight,  than  the 
teftimony  of  Arminius  in  defence  of  his  own.  It  is 
therefore  unqueftionably  true  of  all  fectaries,  that  their 
opinions  are  all  equally  uncertain,  and  confequently 
that  divine  faith,  which  is  an  infallible  afTent  to  infallible 
truth,  is  not  to  be  found  but  in  that  one  church  found- 
ed by  the   apoftles,    and  governed  by  their  fucceflors. 

The  catholic  believes  the  truths  of  religion  which 
tranfcend  his  reafori  on  the  infallible  teftimony  of  God, 
what  we  call  divine  revelation  ;  that  God  lifts'  revealed 
thefe' truths  he  believes  on  the  unerring  teftimony  of 
thefe  paftors,  whom  Chrift  fent  to  teach  thefe  truths, 
which  teftimony  is  yet  continued  in  their  fucceflors. 
Againft  the  Atheift  and  the  Deift  the  Catholic  ihews  that 
the  teftimony  of  many  witneffes  neither  deceived,  nor 
deceivers  attefting  a  fact,  is  of  unerring  certainty  ;  that 
the  certainty  of  this  teftimony  continued  in  fucceeding 
generations  without  interruption  or  intermiffion  is  in- 
variably the  fame.  Though  the  impreflion  on  the 
fenfes  of  the  witneffes  may  be  ftronger,  the  conviction  on 
the  underftanding  is  not  diminiflied  by  time,  we  are  as 
firmly  convinced  this  day  that  Csefar  was  murdered  in 
the  Senate,  as  the  men  who  law  the  body  in  the  ftreets 
of  Rome;  the  horror  of  that  atrocious  acl  we  fcarcely 
feel :  in  like  manner  we  are  as  well  allured  that  Chrift 
died  on  the  crofs,  rofe  from  the  dead,  and  afcended  into 
Heaven,  as  the  difciples,  who  faw  him  nailed  to  the 
crofs,  convened  with  him  after  Lis  refurreclion,  and 
faw  him  afcend  on  the  mountain.  The  impreffions  made 
on  the  fenfes  of  the  difciples  by  thefe  affecting  fcenes, 
we  may  represent  to  ourfelves,  but  cannot  feel :  the  con~ 
vidion,  however,  on  our  underftanding,  is  not  the  lefs 
irrefiftible.  From  this  teftimony,  indifpenfably  necefla- 
ry 


ry  to  afcertain  thefe  fads,  the  infatuated,  and  ill  fated 
man,  who  recedes  from  the  unity  of  the  church,  or,  as 
St.  Jude  expreffes  it,  44  fepurates  himfelf"  is  precluded. 
Whyfo?  Becaufe  he  difclatms  her  teftimony  ia  fupport 
of  one  truth,  he  cannot  therefore  claim  it  in  fupport  of 
another;  hence  it  neceffarily  follows,  that  he  can  have 
no  certainty  of  any  one  of  thefe  great  truths  of  religion, 
which  are  known  but  by  teftimony  fuch  are  the  Cruci- 
fixion, the  Refurrecllon,  the  Afceafion  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
the  Defcent  of  the  Holy  Ghoil  on  the  Apoftles,  &c.  for 
thefe  are  facls.  and  fads  are  not  known  by  metaphyfical 
reafoning,  but  byv  the  teftimony  ofwitneffes  :  from  this 
teftimony  he  is  precluded  ;  and  in  the  range  of  imagina- 
tion he  cannot  find  a  fubftitute  :  his  appeal  to  the  fcrip. 
tures  argues  both  ignorance  and  obftinacy,  and  inftead 
of  an  evafion  he  finds  in  it  his  condemnation.  For  that 
the  fcriptures  were  written  by  authors  divinely  infpired, 
and  depofite  j  in  the-  hands  of  the  ficft  paftors  of  the 
church,  is  itfelf  a  fact,  which  cannot  be  known  but  by 
the  teftimony  of  the  church  \  by  his  appeal  therefore  to 
the  fcriptures,  he  claims  this  very  teftimony,  which  he 
difclaims,  contradicts,  and  condemns  himfelf.  Hence  St. 
Paul  fays  that  the  fedtary  is  leif  condemned,  "  autokatakri- 
tos" — T'u Mf  i  i.  What,  therefore,  he  calls  his  faith, 
is  not  that  Divine  faith  which  «  from  bearing. —  £om.  x, 
and  without  which  it  is  impojfible  to  plea fe  God, — Heb.  xi, 
6",  but  a  meer  human  opinion,  which  he  has  himfelf 
imagined,  or  taken  on  trull  from  fbme  other  vifionary, 
orimpoftor,  who  whiift  he  deceives  ethers,  is  himfelf 
moft  cruelly  deceived  by  that  great  impoftor,  whom  the 
fcripture  emphatically  calls  the  father  of  lies, — John 
viii,  44. 

After  a  childifla  tale  of  a  Romifli  pallor,  who  preach- 
ed to  a  congregation  of  rooks,  this  cafligating  pallor, 
of  a  congregation  more  eafily  deluded  than  the  rooks,  \i 
they  be  duped  by  fuch  nonfenfe,  tranfcribes  from  the 
writer's  Remarks  theie  words-of  Ifaiah  lix,  c;  there  (hall 
come  a  Redeemer  to  Slon  and  to  thofe  who  return  from 
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iniquity  in  Jacob" — fee  Remarks,  p.  1 16.    To  this  he  re- 
plies :  "  I'hefe  words  ofHaiah  refpeclonly  the  reftoration 
of  the  Jews,  fo  that  though  they  actually  taught  infalli- 
bility, the  Church  of  Rome  could  have  no  claim  to  it;  but 
did    they  even  extend,  to  the  Gentile  Church  it  is  not  of 
that  kind  for  which  the  R.  contends  :  it  is  fomething  in 
which  the  whole  Church  is  equally  in terefted." — p.  164. 
What  a  jumble  of  unmeaning  founds  he  huddles  together! 
The  covenant  of  the  Redeemer  only  refpects  the  reftora- 
tion of  rhe  jews  !    The  Romifh  Church  has  no  claim  to 
the  infallibiliry  promifed  by  the  prophet,  though  it  may 
extend  to  the  Gentile  Church  f  The  world  had  heard  of 
a  Chriftian  church,  compofed  of  Jews  and  Gentiles  \  but 
a  Gentile  church,  that  is  a  church,  which  does  not  know 
the-  true  God,  is  a  church  of  the  caftigator's  invention* 
This  promife  the  eaftigator  thinks  confined  to  the  Jewifti 
church,  it  may  extend  to  the  Geniile  church,  it  is  fome- 
thing in  which  the  whole  church  is  interfiled.    But  if 
the  whole  church  be  interefted  in  it,  why  exclude  the 
Romifh  church  from  her  fhare  ?  Is  it  becaufe  it  is  neither 
a  Jewifh  church  nor  a  Heathen  church  ?  Hitherto  the  un- 
taught world  thought  the  covenant  of  the  Redeemer  was 
tnade  wkh  the  redeemed  5  the  covenant  of  Chrift  with 
tbe  Chriftian  church  ;  this  Edinburgh  eaftigator  has  un- 
deceived us.    The  covenant  of  the  Redeemer,  he  fays, 
fefpecrs  only  the  reftoration  of  the  Jews,  it  may  perhaps 
extend  to  the  Heathens,  the  Chriftian  church  he  ex-  .. 
eludes  :  for  it  is  neither  a  fociety  of  jews,  nor  of  Heath-' 
ens,  it  is  that  very  Romifh  church,  which  excites  his 
indignation.    That  the  whole  church  is  interefted  in  the 
promife  is  ftriclly  true  ;  and  ferves  to  confirm  this  Ca- 
tholic truths  that  to  the  end  of  time  errors  in  doclrine 
are  by  this  promife  excluded  from  it  :  for  as  the  whole 
church  is  equally  interefted  in  the  promife,  the  faithful 
are  not   lefs  interefted  than  their  pallors  and  teachers  ; 
by  their  miniftry  the  faints  are  perfected,' — Eph.  iv.   It  is 
not  by  falfe  doclrine  the  faints  are  perfected,  it  is  there- 
fore the  mod  important  intereft  of  the  faithful  to  bear 
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found  doctrine  from  their  pallor's  and  teachers  ;  if 
then  contrary  to  the  promile  the  fpirit  of  God  be  with- 
drawn from  the  pafiors,  and  the  word  of  God  ceafe  to 
be  in  their  mouths,  the  people  cannot  be  perfected  by 
their  rninifhy,  the  edifying  of  the  body  of  Chriil  is  in- 
terrupted, the  promife  is  broken,  the  covenant  is  an- 
nulled, and  the  Chrifiian  religion  an  illufion. 

The  promife  of  Chrift  to  fend  the  Holy  Ghoft  to  the 
apoftles,  to  teach  them  all  truth  and  remain  with  them  for 
ever,  the  caftigator  confines  to  the  apoftles  themfelves  : 
for  ever,  if  we  believe  him,  fignifies  uninterrupted  conti- 
nuance, not  perpetuity  of  duration  ;  other  men,  as  intelli- 
gent as  our  caftigator,  think  the  term  forever  ftrictiy 
exprcflive  of  both  uninterrupted  continuance  and  perpetual 
duration,  and  the  common  fenfe  of  mankind,  authorifes 
their  opinion  in  oppofition  to  his  fanciful  conjecture :  if  a 
leafe  be  made  to  a  man  for  ever,  his  foil  would  not  be  dif- 
poiTeiTed,  under  pretence  that  for  ever  in  the  contract  im- 
plies no  more  than  uninterrupted  continuance,  during  the 
ieflee's  life.  The  man,  who  would  advance  fuch  a  plea  in  a 
court  of  law,  would  be  difmiffeVl  as  a  knave,  or  defpifed 
as  a  fool  ;  that  for  ever  in  the  promife  of  the  Saviour 
implies  both  uninterrupted  continuance  and  perpetual 
duration,  is  a  truth,  which  impofture  may  con  tell,  and 
pertinacity  refill,  but  which  reafon  unprejudiced  is  fore* 
ed  to  admit  :  for  the  vigilance  of  Chrift:,  the  great  fhep- 
herd,  as  St.  Paul  calls  him  megas  poimen,  who  watches 
xnceffantly  over  his  .flock,  is  not  diminifhed  by  time  i  he 
his  God  immutable  in  his  nature  ;  his  vigilance  is  not 
lefs  neceffary  now,  thin  it  was  in  the  apoftleV  days  ; 
nor  is  the  alliilance  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  lefs  wanted  for 
the  conduct  of  his  flock  :  that  he  continues  to  give,  and 
will  continue  to  give,  paftors  and  teachers  to  perfect  the 
faints,  his  elect,  until  the  confummation  of  time,  St. 
Paul  attefts  without  any  ambiguity, — Eph.  iv.  The 
apoflle's  words  are  fo  clearly  expreftive,  that  the  inge- 
nuity of  imposture"  cannot  diftort  them  from  the  intend- 
ed fenfe. 

That 
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That  the  apoftles  did.themfelves  receive  the  holy  Ghoft, 
the  caftigator  admits,  becaufe  they  wrought  miracles  ; 
if  thefe  only,,  who  wrought  miracles,  received  the  holy 

v  Ghoft,  the  elect  are  few  indeed  ;  this  caftigilor  inadver- 
tently excludes  himfeif  and  all  his  reforming  anceftors 
from  the  number.  Catholics  tell  him  that  this  promife 
did  not  include  the  gift  of  miracles  *•  it  is  confined  to  the 
gift  of  teaching  all  the  truths,  which  Chrift  had  taught 
them,  the  official  duty  of  the  paftors  of  Chrift's  church 
now,  as  it  was  then,  a  gift  of  uninterrupted  co  ntinuance 
and  perpetual  duration,  that  is  for  ever,  as  Chrift  himfeif 
exprefted  it,  for  this  fimple  reafon,  that  it  is  at  all 
times  indifpenfibly  necefiary,  and  if  at  any  time  it  ceafed, 
Chrift  would  at  that  time  ceafe  to  watch  over  his  flock, 
a  sd  annul  his  covenant,  which  is  blafbhemy  to  after t. 

St.  Paul,  in  his  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  xii, 
compares  the  church  of  Chrift  to  the  human  body;  the 
component  members  of  thismjjftical  and  moral  body,  the 
church,  are  correfpondent  to  the  component  parts  of  the 
natural  body,  of  which  each  has  its  appropriate  function, 
to  which  its  natural  powers  are  adequate  and  exciufively 
confined,  thus  each  member  contributes  to  the  fymmetry 
and  perfection  of  the  whole  ;  in  like  manner,  if  the  a- 
poftle  has  not  deceived  us,  in  the  church  every  member 
compoftng  that  myftical  body  has  its  appropriate  place, 
determined  by  that  one  fpirit,  which  animates  the 
whole,  and  receives  from  that  fame  fpirit  gifts  appro- 
priate, and  adequate  to  its  functions,  4.  "  There  are  di- 

yerfities  of  gifts  but  the  fame  fpirit,  ,  if  the 

foot  mail  fay,  becaufe  I  am  not  the  hand  I  am  not  of 
the  body,  is  it,  therefore,  not  of  the  body  ?  ........ 

•  But  now  hath  God  fet  the  members  every  one  of  them, 

in  the  body,  as  it  hath  pleafed  him  28,  and 

thefe,  therefore,  God  has  placed  in  the  church,  firft  a- 

pollles,  fecondly  prophets,  thirdly  teachers  .  .  are 

all  apoftles  ?  Are  all  prophets  ?  Are  all  teachers  ?  . .  .  The 
gift  of  teaching  is  manifeftiy  appropriate  to  the  function 
of  the  ordinary  teacher  ;  the  gift  of  miracles,  is  appro- 
priate 
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priate  to  the  function  of  the  extraordinary  teacher* 
hecaufe  it  is  neceffary  that  he  mould  authenticate  hie 
Immediate  mifllon  from  God  :  by  this  exercife  of  his  al- 
mighty power.  God  attefts  the  miffion  of  thefe,  whom 
lie  immediately  fends  to  teach  in  his  name— rthe  a po files 
were  pofTeffed  of  both  thefe  gifts  ;  of  the  gift  of  teaching 
in  virtue  of  the  promife,  John  xvi,  13,  "  When  he,  the 
fpirit  of  truth,  is  come,  he  will  guide  you  Into  all  truth,'* 
and  xiv,  26,  "  But  the  comforter,  the  Holy  0rho$, 
whom  the  father  will  fend  in  my  name,  he  will  teach 
you  all  things,  and  remind  you  of  all  things,  which 
I  have  faid  to  you,"  and  of  the  gift  of  miracles  tjq 
authenticate  their  million  in  virtue  of  the  power 
vefted  in  them  by  Jems  Chrift,  when  he  fent  then\ 
to  preach. -—Matt,  x,  1.  *'  And  having  called  his 
twelve  difciples  to  hirn,  he  gave  them  power  over  un- 
clean fpirits  to  caft  them  out,  and  to  heal  Vvery  ficknefs 

and  every  c&feafe^  thefe  twelve  Jefus  fenj  and 

commanded  them  .........  as  ye  go,  preach,  faying, 

the  kingdom  of  heaven  is  near,  heal  the  fick,  cleanfe  ^ 

lepers,  rahe  the  dead,  caft  out  demons   the  a- 

poftles  therefore  were  poflefTed  of  the  gift  of  miracles 
long  before  the  fiviour  promifed  to  fend  the  Holy  Ghoft 
to  teach  thorn  all  truth,  and  remain  with  them  for  ever, 
thefe  gifts,  (0  different  in  thernfelves,  and  appropriate  to 
fuch  different  functions,  this  caftigator  rgnorantly  con- 
founds. The  gift  of  miracles  neceffary  to  authenticate  the 
rijifTion  of  the  apofties  and  appropriate  to  that  apoftolical 
function,  he  requires  in  their  fucceffors,  whofe  miflion  is 
imqueftlonahle,  and  to  whofe  fund  ion  the  gift  of  teach- 
ing is  perfectly  adequate  and  appropriate. 

From  the  apoftle's  doclrine,  1  ft  Cor.  xii,  conclufions 
are  deduccd;*which  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  may  fincl 
difficult  to  conteft,  and  ruinous  to  admit  ;  if  it  be  true, 
as  the  apotile  fays,  that  God  places  every  member  in  the 
body  as  it  pleafes  himfeif;  and  diftributes  to  each  mem- 
ber gifts  appropriate  to  its  determined  place,  as  the  pow- 
ers of  each  1:1  ;m ox  the  human  body  are  appropriate 

to 


to  its  function,  on  what  principle  does  this  cafti^ator 
pretend  that  the  gift  of  teaching,  one  of  thefe  exprefsly 
noted  by  the  apoftle,  is  appropriate  to  the  place  afligned 
to  him  ?  If  God  gives  teachers  to  his  church,  as  the 
apoftle  repeatedly  inculcates,  it  mud  be  either  in  the 
ordinary  manner,  by  uninterrupted  fucceffion  from  the 
apoftles,  or,  in  an  extraordinary  manner,  by  immediate 
appointment :  between  thefe  extremes  imagination  can 
reach  no  mean.  Is  this  caftigating  paftor  a  teacher  in 
the  ordinary  manner,  by  uninterrupted  fucceffion  from 
the  apoftles  ?  If  not,  the  g'ft  of  teaching  is  no  more  ap- 
propriate to  his  place  in  the  body,  than  the  power  of 
feeing  is  appropriate  to  the  ear.  Is  he  a  teacher  in  an 
extraordinary  manner.,  by  immediate  appointment  as  the 
apoftles  were  ?  If  fo  the  gift  of  miracles  is  appropriate 
to  his  place,  and  as  indifpenfibly  neceffary  to  authenticate 
his  million,  as  it  was  to  authenticate  the  million  of  the 
apoftles.  Does  he  poflefs  this  gift  ?  If  not,  he  is  not  a 
teacher  given  by  God  eithep  in  the  ordinary  way  or  by 
an  extraordinary  appointment.  And  as  the  gift  of 
teaching  is  excluftvely  appropriate  and  confined  to  thefe 
teachers,  whom  God  gives  to  his  church,  this  gift  is  not 
appropriate  to  his  place  in  the  body  at  all.  The  aflumpti- 
oh,  therefore,  of  the  office  of  teacher,  without  the  gift 
of  teaching,  is  productive  of  the  fame  confufion  in  the 
myftical  body,  as  if  the  ear  fiiould  afTume  the  office  of 
the  eye,  to  perfontfy  the  members  of  the  human  body  as 
the  apoftle  has  done  :  "  To  the  impious  man  God  fays 
why  doft  thou  announce  my  ftatutes  and  take  my  cove- 
nant in  thy  mouth  ?  Thou  hateft  difcipline,  and  doft: 
throw  my  words  behind  thee," — Ps.  1.  This  may  ferve 
as  aleflon  to  coblers,  who  ought  io  mend  fhoes,  inftead 
of  cobbling  the  fouls  of  a  deluded  populace. 

In  place  of  the  gift  of  miracles  appropriate- to  teachers 
of  immediate  appointment,  by  which  this  caftigator's 
anceftors  ought,  but  did  not,  authenticate  their  million, 
pallors  of  the  catholic  church  aftign  that  proof,  which 
unequivocally  fhews  that  the  gift  of  teaching  is  appro- 
priate 


i6z 


priate  to  their  place  in  the  myftical  body  of  jefus  Ghrii\ 
as  that  is the  function  afligned  to  them,  in  like  manner 
as  the  powers  of  the  eye  are  appropriate  to  the  organ 
of  fight,  not  to  the  ear,  the  organ  of  hearing,  the  functi- 
on of  which  being  different  from  that  of.  the  organ  o** 
fight,  requires  powers  of  a  different  character  :  to  the 
pallors  and  teachers  Chrift  faid  :  u  go  teach  all  nations 
.  .  .  .  .  lam  with  you  until  the  confummation  of  time/' 
—Matt.  ult.  To  them  he  had  faid,  where  two  or  three 
are  affembled  in  my  name,  there  am  I  in  the  midft  of 
them. — Matt,  xviii,  20.  Thefe  teachers,  and  thefe  only, 
affemble  in  the  name  of  jefus  Chrift,  who  are  veiled  with, 
that  power  of  teaching,  which  is  derived  from  jefus 
Chrift  through  his  apoftles,  as  thefe  rnagiftrates,  arid 
thefe  only,  aiTemble  in  the  name  of  the  King,  who  are 
veiled  with  the  civil  authority  derived  from  the  King, 
through  his  immediats  officers  ;  others  may  auemble  in 
their  own  name,  but  not  in  the  name  of  the  King,  tlvtu 
the  paftors  of  ChrifVs  church  alienable  in  the  name  of 
jefus  Chrift,  and  he  himfelf  according  to  his  promife 
allifts,  all  others  aiTemble  in  their  own  name.  When 
weiiear  of  crowded  afTemblies  of  felf- appointed  itinerant 
preachers  convened,  as  gregarious  animals  of  the  fame 
ipecies  meet  in  the  fields,  through  we  may  be  tempted  to 
i'Vsiile  at  inch  an  inftance  of  public  folly,  yet  we  are  forc- 
ed to  lament  the  infatuation  of*  our  brethren,  who  are 
the  deluded  victims  of  the  artifices  of  that  fpirit  of  iliufi- 
on,  which  pr'efides  oyer  t&efe  afTemblies.-  When  we 
■  pen  their  evangelical  magazines,  thefe  records  of  infani- 
ty,  our  aflonilh  merit  is  increafed  5  we  feel  the  degrada- 
tion of  human -nature  ;  if  church  hiftory  had  not  given 
many  inftahces  of  fuch  a  blind  infatuation,  or,  to  call  it 
by  a  more  appropriate  name,  of  fuch  a  degrading  fatuity, 
we  could  hardly  think  it  poffible  ;  it  is  not  to  be  ac- 
counted for  cm  any  principle*  of  reaion  ;  it  indicates, 
therefore,  a  myftetious-exercife  of  Divine  Juftice,  which, 
for  reafons  known  to  So. ve reign  Wifdom,  effaces  not  .on- 
ly the  light  of  religion,  but  the  light  of  rcafon  as  far  as 
it  is  connected  wklx  religion.       \  Thefe 
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Thefe  artful  efforts  to  elude  the  force  of  the  promiies 
of  Chrift  to  his  church,  which  our  Edinburgh caftigator 
ha,s  borrowed  from  his  anceftors,  have  induced  the  wri- 
ter to  explain  them  with  mere  precifion  than  he  had  done 
in  his  remarks  on  Dr.  Stanfer,  and  deduce  conclufions, 
which,  however  unpleafant  to  a  groupe  of  felf-conftitu- 
ted  teachers,  are  not  the  lefs  infallibly  true.  The  next 
fubterfuge  deferves  no  notice  :  This  writer  had  faid  that 
God  dwells  in  his  church  as  in  his  temple  authorifed  by 
St.  Paul,  2d  Cor.  vi,  and  concluded  that  his  prefence  ex- 
cludes every  made  of  error,  as  light  expels  darknefs,  and 
as  faith  effaces  infidelity.  To  this  the  caftigator  replie?, 
that  the  apoftle  fpcaks  of  chriftians  individually.  Of  what 
elfe  would  the  apollle  fpeak  ?  Is  the  man's  ignorance- fo 
grofs  as  to  think  that  a  collective  body  has  any  exiftence 
feparate  from  the  individuals  which  compofe  it  ? 
If  God  dwells  in  his  Church  it  muft  be  in  the  indi- 
viduals who  compofe  it,  and  if  he  excludes  error 
it  mu ft  be  from  the  minds  of  individuals  who  with- 
out his  prefence  are  fubject  to  it,  not  from  a  Being 
which  has  no  exiftence  but  that  which  reafon  be- 
flows  on  it  :  it  is,  therefore,  true,  or  St.  Paul  miftakes, 
that  God  dwells  in  the  individuals  who  compofe  his 
Church,  thefe  he  animates  with  his  divine  prefence 
as  the  fpirit  animates  the  united  members  of  the 
body  ;  not  thefe  members,  which  are  by  any  accident 
feparated  from  it.  In  the  fame  page,  168,  paflingin 
filence  that  irrefiftible  niafs  of  evidence,  collected  by  this 
writer  from  the  infpired  writings  in  defence  of  this  truth, 
that  errors  are  excluded  from  the  Church  of  Chrift  by 
the  vigilance  of  thatfupreme  paftor,  and  the  unremitting 
attention  of  his  divine  fpirit.  The  caftigator  fays  it  is  not 
neceflary  to  examine  them,  becaufe  this  writer,  if  we 
believe  him,  fuppofes  the  whole  vifible  church  to  be 
Chrift's  fpiritual  feed  to  which  the  promifes  were  made, 
and  then  draws  the  conclufion  that  thefe  will  be  preferved 
from  the  leaft  fhade  of  error.  This  fubterfuge  favours 
more  of  impefture  than  ignorance,  defpiir  alone  fuggefts 

it. 
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it.    If  by  ChriiVs  fpirituaJ  feed  the  elect  be  undcrftoocf; 
as  it  mud,  the  writer  fuppofes  no  fuch  thing,  draws  no 
fuch  conclufion  :  he  knows  that  on  the  threfhing  floor  the 
wheat  is  mixed  with  the  chaff;  that  in  Peter's  net  "the 
good  and  bad  fitfi  were  taken  ;  that  tile  clean  arid  unclean 
animals  were  in   Noahs  Ark;  he  knows  that  though 
there  are  many  within  the  pale  of  the  church  who  are  not 
of  the  number  of  the  elect,  yet  all  the  elect  are  in  it  5  that  in 
it  the  faints  are  perfected  by  the  miniftry  of  thepaftors  and 
teachers,he  knows  alfo  that  to  this  viable  church,  in\vhich 
the  faints  are  perfected,  the  promifes  were  made,  and  if 
this  caftigitor  does  not  know  it,  his  ignorance  is  both 
criminal  and  inexcufable  :  for  the  prorriifec  were  made 
to  fome  church  ;  and  an  invifible  church  compofed  of 
men,  women  and  children  is  a  chimera,  the  ridiculous 
invention  of  imp'ofture  to  miilcad  the  unwary  and  the 
ignorant.    And  as  the  promifes  were  made  to  this  vifible 
church   he  concludes  that  errors  in  faith  are  excluded 
from  it,  not  from  every  individual,  who  may  at  any 
time  be  in  it ;  an  army  is  not  the  lefs  victorious  becaufe 
iome  defert  and  others  are  killed.    It  is  to  with  the 
church,  fome  are  over-po  wered  by  the  enemy  of  man, 
others  defert  and  range    themfelves  under  different 
leaders,  and  affume  different  names  ;  but  the  great  body 
remains  entire,  impenetrable  to  the  marts  of  the  enemy, 
unmoved  by  the  artifices  of  impofture,  and  unfiiaken 
by  the  terrors  of  perfecution.    This  writer  knows  that 
in  the  vifible  church  the  faith  of  Jefus  Chrift  is  found, 
and  his  doctrine  taught  in  its  purity,  though  fome  in- 
dividuals may  Fall  into  error  and  herefy  ;  becaufe.it  is 
not  by  thefe  feducers  that  the  church  teaches,  but  by 
her  lawful  pallors  in  commmaion  with  their  head  ;  he 
knows  from  St.  Jade  i.  that  there  are  murmurers,  com- 
plainers,  {coffers,  who  feparate  themfelves;  and  he  knows 
from  reaibn  that  if  thefe  men  be  not  in  the  vifible 
church  it  is  not  pollible  for  them  to  feparate  themfelves  ; 
for  no  man  can  feparate  himlof  trom  a  fociety,  of  which 
he  is  not  a  member  j  he  kno\vs  from  Sc.  Paul,  Acts  xx, 

30  : 


30  :  that  of  Chriftians,  for  they  were  Chriftians  to  whom 
the  apoftle  fpoke,  fome  arife,  and  teach  falfe  doctrine  to 
draw  difciples  after  themfelves  ;  finally,  he  knows  from 
church  hiftory  that  all  apoftates  and  herefiarchs  from 
Judas  the  traitor,  and  Simon  the  magician,  down  to 
Voltaire,Diderot  and  d*AIembert,  the  apoftles of  Atheifm, 
&r.d  Weifhaupt,  the  patriarch  of  the  Illuminati,  have  been 
members  of  the  Church,  from  which  they  feparated 
themfelves,  and  by  the  act  of  feparation  condemned 
•themfelves.  Our  caftigator,  who  would  embarrafs  truth 
if  nature, had  bleffed  him  with  talents  equal  to  that  ardu- 
ous talk,  or  even  correfpondent  to  his  defires,  having  af- 
cribed  to  this  writer  a  falfe  fuppofition,  which  he  did  not 
make,  and  a  conclufion  equally  falfe,  which  he  did  not 
draw,  to  refute  this  error  of  his  own  invention,  falfely  af- 
cribes  to  the  Churches  in  Afia  errors  which  were  not 
taught  in  them  I  The  man's  underftanding  is  fo  imper- 
vious to  truth,  or  his  native  difpofttion  to  inimical  to 
conviction,  that  even  by  accident  difcoloured  truth  can- 
not efcape  his  pen  :  from  the  fcetid  exhalations  of  his 
difordered  brain,  he  draws  fome  cloud  to  envelope  it.  If 
we  believe  him,  grofs  errors  were  taught  in  the  Afiatic 
churches,  yet  Chrift  acknowledged  their  relation  to  him- 
felf,  p.  169.  St.  John  fays,  that  Chrift  did  reprimand 
fome  of  the  bifliops,  or  angels,  as  he  calls  them,  of  the  Se- 
ven Churches  ;  but  not  one  of  them  for  teaching  falfe 
doctrine*  This  caftigator  calumniates  Chrift  himfelf,  if 
he  fays  that  he  accufed  them  Bifhops  of  teaching  falfe  doc- 
trine, and  he  calumniates  the  Bifhops  if  he  pretends  that 
they  taught  a  doctrine,  for  which  Chriftdid  not  reprimand 
them.  The  Biihop  of  Fergamos  was  reprimanded,  be- 
caufe  there  were  amongft  his  people  fome  feducers,  whom 
he  ought  either  to  have  corrected  or  retrenched  from 
his  communion,  but  did  not,  for  if  he  had  he  would  not 
have  been  reprimanded  ;  he  was  therefore  cerifured  for 
a  neglect  of  duty,  not  for  teaching  falfe  doctrine,  on  the 
contrary  Chrift  approved  his  faith  :  "  Thou  holdeft  fail 
my  name, 'and  haft  not  denied  my  faith"— Rev.  ii,  13. 
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The  Bimop  of  Thyatira  was  reprimanded  alto  for  per- 
mitting, or,  to  fpeak  more  correctly,  for  not  preventing 
the  pretended  prophetefs  to  feduce  fome  of  his  people* 
Does  the  caftigator  think  that  this  woman  was  one  of  the 
Minifters  of  the  Church  of  Thyatira, or  that  fire  was  autho- 
rifed  by  the  Biihop  to  teach  falfc  doctrine  ?  He  muft  be  fx  Li- 
pid indeed,  who  believes  it.  it  is  not  on  a  biihop,  who 
teaches  falfe  doctrine,  or  authorifes  it,  that  Chrift  himfelf 
beftows  fuch  encomiums  :  "  I  know  thy  works,  and 
thy  charity,  and  thy  faith,  and  thy  patience,  and  thy 
works,  and  the  laft  more  full  than  the  firft."  iii,  19.  Yet 
for  a  neglect  of  duty  he  reprimanded  him  :  "  becaufe," 
faid  the  Saviour,  "  thou  fufFereft  that  woman  jezabel, 
who  calls  herfelf  a  prophetefs,  to  teach  and  feduce  my 
fervants", — iii,  29.  It  is  therefore  true,  that  a  man  may- 
be a  fervant  of  Jefus  Chrift,  and  by  tlie  artifices  of  fome 
impoftor  may  be  feduced,  and  renounce  him. 

The  biihop  of  Sardis  was  reprimanded,  not  for  teach- 
ing or  believing  error,  nor  even  for  any  neglect  of  duty, 
but  for  fome  hidden  fault,  which  deprived  his  works  of  all 
merit  :  "I  know  thy  works,"  faid  the  Saviour,  "  becaufe 
thou  haft  the  name  that  thou  liveft,  and  thou  art  dead 
.»....!  have  not  found  thy  works  full  in  prefenee  of 
God"— iii,  1-2.  In  the  fimplicity  of  them  early  times, 
before  the  hemifphere  of  religion  had  been  enlightened 
by  the  lucubrations  of  the  Germanic  Prophet  and  his  re- 
forming aflbciates,  good  works  were  thought  as  neceffary 
to  falvation  as  faith.  Chrift  himfelf  appears  to  have  been 
of  that  opinion.  Of  all  thefe  Bifhops,  whom  he  repri- 
manded, and  fome  of  them  feverely,  not  one  was  aceufed 
of  haying  faifified,  renounced  or  forgotten  the  faith,  or 
of  any  defect  Whatever  in  faith  :  they  were  all  repri- 
manded for  other  reafons  :  the  Biihop  of  Ephefus  for  a 
diminution  in  charity — 6'  thou  haft  left  thy  firft  love 
ii.  4.  The  biftiop  of  Pergamos,  for  a  neglect  of  duty  :  "  Be- 
caufe thou  haft  there  them,  who  hold  the  doctrine  of" 
Balaam"  .  — ii,  13.  The  bifhopof  Thyatira,  for  the 
fame  rcafon.  :  "  becaufe  thou  fuffereft  that  woman  Jeza- 
bel, 
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.  . .  .  ii5  20.  The  bifhop  of  Sardis,  for  fome  capital; 
but  hidden  offence,  which  deprived  him  of  fancYifying 
gr^ce,  the  life  of  the  Soul "thou  haft  a  name  that 
thou  liveft,  but  thou  art  dead/'  iii,  1.  The  bifhop  of 
Laodicea,  becaufe  he  was  lukewarm,  becaufe  his  cha- 
ncy, though  not  abfolutely  dead,  was  on  the  point  of 
beiBg  extinguifhed  :  "  becaufe  thou  art  lukewarm,  and 
neither  cold  nor  hot"  ....  iii,  15. 

This  indefatigable  tranfcriber  fills  a  page,  with  an  ex- 
tract from  the  remarks  on  Dr.  Stanfer,  in  which  the 
writer  had  ftated  fome  of  the  promifes  made  to  the 
church,  and  from  them  concluded  that,  if  at  any  time 
grofs  errors  were  taught  by  the  paftors,  and  believed  by 
the  people,  the  gates  of  heil  would  prevail,  and  the  pro- 
miks  prove  ineffectual;  this  truth  intuitive  and  extorting 
the  afient,  Where  prejudice  does  not  blind,  nor  intereft  de- 
prave the  mind,  the  cafiigator  denies  ;  he  thinks  that  the 
promifes  to  preferve  the  church  entire,  do  not  extend  to 
the  exclufion  of  grofs  errors,  fo  that,  in  his  new  modelled 
opinion,  Chrift  may  bedhead  of  a  church,  which  teaches 
nerefy,  idolatry,  atheifm  or  epicureifm  :  for  if  one  grofs 
errror  be  taught  in  the  church  no  reafon  can  be  afiigned 
why  any  other  may  not :  as  all  errors  are  equally  oppofue 
to  truth  :  thus,  for  Inftance,  it  is  not  lefsfalle  that  a  triangle 
iscompofedof  four  fides  and  four  angles,  than  that  it  iscom- 
pofed  of  fifty  fides  and  five  hundred  angles.  Iris  fcarcely 
pedible  that  a  man,  who  calls  himfelf  a  chriftian,  would 
preiurne  to  affert  that  Chrift  does  not  teach  his  church  by 
the  miniftry  of  the  paftors,  though  heexprefsly  promifed 
k,  or  that  by.  their  mir.iftry  the  God  of  Truth,  and  Sanc- 
tity would  teach  faife  doctrine,  herefy  or  idolatry— there 
is  fomething  fo  horribly  blafphemous  in  the  affertion, 
that  it  is  irkfome  to  difcufs  it  :  however,  this  opinion  the 
caftigator  endeavours  to  fupport,  in  his  ufual  way,  by  a 
bold  affertion,  and  one  pt  two  paffages  which  condemn 
it.  "  It  is,"  fays  he,  6 6  repugnant  to  the  experience  of 
the  church"— p.  170  :  that,  in  other  words,  it  is  repug- 
nant to  the  experience  of  the  church,  that  Chrift  mould 
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preferve  i%  from  error  :  but  it  is  not  repugnant  to  the, 
experience  of  the  church  that  Chrift  promifed  to  give 
paftors  to  his  church,  and  teach  the  faithful  by  their  mi- 
niftry  y  and  it  is  repugnant  to  common    fenfe   that  he 
would  teach  error  by  their  miniftry,  and  repugnant  to 
common  decency  to  affert  it.    He  does  not  feem  to  be 
aware  of  the  tendency  of  the  paffages,  which  he  ad* 
duces,  not  to  fupport  an  opinion,  the  falftiood  and  ab- 
furdity  of  which  he  muft  have  felt,  but  to  amufe  readers 
of  a  certain  defcription  for  whom  he  writes.  "The 
^poftle  Paul  informs  us,  that  fome  in   the  Corinthian 
Church  denied  the  Resurrection  5  that  Hymeneus  and 
Philetus  erred  in  doctrine,  and  were  believed  by  the  peo- 
ple"—p.  170.    He  calumniates  the  apoftle !    For  Paul 
does  not  fay  that  they  were  believed  by  the  people ,  but,  as  he 
himfelf  cites  it :  "  that  they  overthrew  the  faith  of  fome.'* 
But  Paul  does  not  inform  us  that  Hymeneus  and  Philetus 
were  the  fole  paftors  of  the  church,  nor  does,  he  fay  that 
they  were  paftors  of  the  church  at  all ;  he  does  not  tell 
us  that  the  few,  whofe  faith  was  fubverted  by  thefe  im- 
poftors,  compofed  the  Church  of  Corinth,  much  lefs  the 
Church  of  Chrift  difperfed  in  different  nations,  but  he, 
gives  us  a  piece  of  information  terrible  in  the  extreme  to 
this  Edinburgh  caftigator,a.  piece  of  information  that  muft 
iill  his  foul  with  anguifh?  if  his  averfion  to  popery  has 
not  fteeled  his  confeience  againit  fear  and  rer^orfe,  as  well 
as  his  under  (landing  againft  truth  and  conviction  :  for  the 
apoftle  informs  us,  that  he  himfelf,  one  of  thefe  paftors 
legally  inftituted,  delivered  thefe  and  fuch  like  feducers 
over  to  Satan,  that  they  might  learn  not  to  blafpheme  : 
"  This  charge  I  commit  to  thee,  Son  Timothy,  accor- 
ding to  preceding  prophecies  concerning  thee,  that  thou 
mayeft  fight  a  good  battle,  having  faith  and  a  good  con- 
fcience,  which  fome  having  put  away,  concerning  faith, 
have  fuffered  fhipwreck,  of  thefe  are  Hymeneus  and  A- 
fexander,  whom  I  have  delivered   over  to  Satan,  that 
they  may  learn  not  to  blafpheme"- — iftTim.  i,  18.  In 
the  paftage  cited  by  the  caftigator  to  fliew  that  Chrift's 
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promife  o£  preferving  his  church  did  not  extend  to  exclude 
grofs  errors,  we  have  a  fignaj  inftance  of  the  contrary,  in 
it  the  attention  of  the  Great  Shepherd  to  the  welfare  of  his 
Flock  ismanifeft:  the  error,  which  was  infidioufly  intro- 
duced, and  which,  creepinglike  a  cancer,  began  to  infect 
the  incautious  part  of  the  flock,  was  immediately  detect- 
ed, the  progrefs  flopped,  the  proper  remedv  applied  to 
eradicate  the  difeafe  :  that  is,  the  warning  voice  of  the 
legally  authorifed  paftor,  and  the  feduceis  by  h?s  miniflry 
delivered  over  to  Satan. — A  terrible  warning  to  all  re- 
formifts  and  inventors  of  novelty.  From  the  fame  paf- 
fage  we  learn  another  truth,  which  this  caftigator  did  not 
perceive  :  that  is,  that  error  in  faith  when  imputable,  or, 
in  other  words,  when  not  excufed  by  invincible  ignorance 
or  inevitable  necerMry,  excludes  from  falvation  :  for  the 
apoltlefays  that  they  who  efred  in  faith  fufTeredfhip  wreck; 
it  is  hardly  necefjary  to  remark  that  the  man  who  falls  into 
the  fea  can  find  no  fefety  but  in  a  return  to  the  veffel.  The 
error  of  thefe  early  reform ifts,  Hymeneus,  Philetus  and 
lexander,  the  apoflle  corrected  in  his  firft  epiflle  to  the 
Cor.  xv,  the  people  he  reclaimed,  as  we  find  no  veflige 
of  that  error  after  amongft  them  ;  the  Seducers,  incorri- 
gible  it  is  prefumed,  he  delivered  over  to  Satan  ;  thus 
eftabliflied  a  precedent  in  the  church,  which  has  been 
religioufly  obferved.  The  writer  would  not  be  under- 
ftood  to  extend  the;  ftriclures,  which  he  occafionally 
makes  on  reformifts  and  innovators,  to  any  of  the  peo- 
ple feduced  by  their  artifices,  nor  to  their  fucceffors, 
whether  they  teach  the  errors  of  their  predeceffors,  or 
add  to  them  their  own  conjectures  ;  his  ftriclures  apply 
exclufively  to  thefe,  who,  originally  members  of  the 
catholic  church,  feparated  themfelves  and  formed  feds 
in  oppofition  to  it ;  their  fucceffors  are  perfectly  inno- 
cent of  their  apoftacy,  and  not  having  been  originally  in 
the  communion  of  the  catholic  church,  they  could  not 
(eparate  themfelves  from  it.  Whether  a  perfuafion,  ari- 
fing  from  motives  unfounded,  but  by  them  thought 
folid,  may  excufe  or  extenuate  a  perleverance  in  error, 
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is  a  queftron  which  this  writer  does  not  think  proper  tr 
difcufs.  Our  cailigator,  who  is  profufe  in  his  citations* 
adds  a  paiTage  from  St.  Peter's  fecond  epiille,  ii  :  "  there 
fhali  be  falfe  teachers  among  you,  who  fhall  bring  in 

privily  damnable  herefies  and  many  (hall  follow 

their  pernicious  ways.'-'  As  the  caftigator  only  gives 
thefetfew  words,  which  are  as  much  to  his  purpofe  as 
the  firft  .verfe-  of  Generis,  the  writer  adds  the  omiOion  : 
"  but  there  were  alio  falfe  prophets  among  the  people, 
as  there  will  be  faife  teachers  among  you,  who  will  in. 
troduce  feels  of  perdition,  and,  denying  the  Lord,  who 
bought  them,  will  bring  on  themfeives-  fvvift  deii  ructi- 
on, 2d  Pet.  ii,  12,  and  many  will  follow  their  deitruclive 
ways,  *  apokias*  by  whom  the  way  of  truth  will  be 
blafphemed."  Peter  fays  that  there  were  faife  prophets 
amongfl  the  jews,  but  he  dues  not  fay  that  thefe  falfe. 
prophets,  were  the  parlors  of  the  Jewifh.  church,' nor  does 
he  fay  that  the  jewifli  people  were  deceived  by  them, 
though  many  were  as  we  know  from  the  infpired  writ- 
ings; he  fays'  alfo  that  there  will  be  falfe  teachers 
amongftus  Chriftians,  and  that  many  will  follow  their 
deflruclive  ways,  and  woful  experience  has  verified 
this  prediction  ;  but  he  does  not  fay  that  thefe  fa'fe 
teachers  are  or  will  be  the  pallors  of  the  Chrillian 
church,  or  that  alt  Clinicians  will  be  feduced  by  them  ; 
he  fay-? :  "  they  will  introduce  feels  of  perd^ibn;**^//^^^ 
pareifaxoiifin  direfds  opoleias,  this  phrafe  the  cailigator  tranf- 
lites,  "  who  fhall  p.  :vi!y  bring  in  damnable  Iierenes.' 5 
T Le  (bbftantive  tipokik,  which  fig^nifie^ pMShoi  or  defcruc- 
iion,  he  converts  into  the  adjective  damnable,  and  by  his 
apoftciical  aiithoriryhe  adds  the  adverb  privily-,  which 
Peter  forgot,  and  Paul  was  to  far  from  thinking  that 
they  would  introduce  their  deftruaive  opinions  privily, 
thatfpeaking  of  falie  teachers,  who  refill  the  truth,  as 
Jannes  and  Jambres,  the  Egyptian  magicians,  refitted 
Ivlofes,  the  apoftle  fays  :  "  their  folly  will  be  manifest  to 
all'' —  2.  Tim.  Fii,  9.  .  • 

Oar  cail'gator  is  invariably  121:  lucky  in  his  fcleclion  of 
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^adages  from  his  repertory.  Imagination  is  racked  in 
vain  to  dlfcover  fomething  to  give  a  colour  of  truth  to 
fubterfuges,  which  defpair  only  can  fuggeft.  Todiftort 
truth  in  fu-pport  of  error  is  a  talk,  for  which  Nature 
has  not  qualified  him  ;  but  to  force  a  truth  to  coun- 
tenance an  error,  which  it  exprefsly  condemns,  fur- 
pafTes  folly  :  in  the  infpired  writings  there  is  not  perhaps 
a  paffage,  in  which  all  feels  and  feclaries  are  more  ex- 
plicitly condemned,  and  their  diilinclive  characleriftic 
marked  with  greater  precifion,  than  that  which  he  has 
cited  from  St.  Peter's  epiftle  :  the  apoftle  fays  :  "  there 
will  be  falfe  teachers,  who  will  introduce  JiEls  or 
hcT.fes  of  perdition."  Where  will  they  introduce  them 
if  not  amongft  chriftians  pre-^exifting  ?  And  what  doc- 
trine will  they  endeavour  to  corrupt  if  not  the  doctrine 
taught  in  the  church  when  they  begin  to  dogmatife  ? 
All  feels,'  therefore,  are  originally  formed  of  catholics  fe- 
duced by  falfe  teachers  :  they  commence  amongft  catho- 
lics, and  by  their  falfe  doctrine  begin  to  corrupt  the  doc- 
trine then  taught  by  the  pallors,  and  believed  by  the  peo- 
ple. This  characleriftic  diftinguifhes  falfe  teachers  fo 
plainly  that  even  ignorance  cannot  miftake  them  :  thus, 
for  inftance,  when  Arius  began  to  dogmatife,  fome  few 
catholics  were  feduced  by  him,  and  formed  a  feci,  which 
in  a  fhort  time  fwelled  to  an  immenfe  multitude,  but  yet 
the  diftinclive  characleriftic  aftigned  by  St.  Peter  was  per- 
fectly applicable  to  the  feci  :  for  Arius  did  not  pretend 
that  all  the  bifhops  of  the  then  catholic  world  were  falfe 
teachers,  who  introduced  a  feci  of  perdition  amongd  the 
Arians  then  in  poffeffion  of  all  chriftian  churches ;  of 
catholics  feduced  by  his  artifices  he  formed  a  feci  amongtl 
catholics,  the  catholic  prelates  did  not  form  a  feci  of  fedu- 
ced Arians  amongft  Arians,  he  therefore  was  one  of  thefe 
falfe  teachers  foretold  by  St.  Peter,  and  his  followers  com- 
pofed  one  of  thofe  feels  of  perdiiion  introduced  by  falfe 
teachers  ;  to  come  nearer  home,  when  Luther  began 
to  dogmatife  in  Saxony,  he  did  not  pretend  that  the 
bifhops,  then  pallors  in  lawful  fucceffion,  introduced  any 
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fed  br  herefy  aniongfl  Lutherans  preexifting  and  pofc 
felling  all  Chriftian  churches,  the  bilhops  did  not  theri 
begin  to  corrupt  the  dodrine  taught  in  all  churches  ; 
Luther,  therefore,  was  one  of  thefe  falfe  teachers,  his 
fed  was  formed  of  catholics  feduced  by  him  amongft 
catholics,  the  catholic  bifhops  did  not  form  a  fed:  of 
Lutherans  feduced  ainongft  Lutherans.  This  reafonbg 
is  applicable  to  all  feds,  and  bears  no  reply  :  "for  it  was 
never  pretended  by  any  fed  that  they  themfelves  were 
in  poffeffion  of  all  churches,  and  their  paftors,  in  regular 
fuccefii  >n  from  the  apoftles,  poffeffed  of  ail  right  of 
preaching  and  teaching,  when  fome  one  or  other  began 
to  form  a  fed  amongft  them.  The  man*  who  weighs 
dilpaffionately  the  force  of  this  reafoning  and  refills  it, 
is  not  within  the  reach  of  convidion  :  either  incurable 
ftupidity,  or  invincible  obftinacy  has  fo  depraved  his  no- 
de! fianding,  that  even  intuitive  truth  can  make  no  irn- 
preflion  on  it. 

Theenfuing  pages- are  filled  with  an  extrad  from  this 
writer's  remarks,  in  which  the  obedience  enjoined4>y  St. 
Paul  to  the  paftors  of  the  church  is  ftated,  and  the  rule 
prefcribed  by  St.  John  to  diftinguifh  falfe  teachers.  To 
this  the  caftigator  replies  :  that  obedience  to  magiftrates, 
parents  and  mailers,  is  alfo  enjoined  by  the  apoftle^— this 
feems  to  be  his  favourite  evafion,  it  has  been  already  dif- 
cuffed.  The  writer  now  adds  that  this  precept  of  obedi- 
ence to  the  civil  magiftrate,  which  the  caffigator  feems  to 
difregard,  ftrictly  obliges  in  afl  civil  caufes  which  are  of 
his  jurifdidion  ;  that  it  is  his  official  duty  to  underfland 
the  civil  law,  and  explain  it  to  contending  parties  ;  that 
it  is  intolerable  prefumption  in  a  cobbler  or  coal  porter 
to  pretend  to  dired  him,  or  refufe  to  acquiefce  in  the 
fenter.ee,  which  he  has  juridically  pronounced,  until  they 
have  examined  it,  and  found  it  confident  with  the  laws, 
of  which  they  know  nothing,  but  what  they  learn  from 
him  ;  in  like  manner  this  precept  of  obedience  to  the 
pallors  ef  the  church  obliges,  under  penalty  of  perdition, 
in  all  religious  difputes,  which  are  of  their  jurifdidion  ; 
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it  is  their  official  duty  to  underftand,  and  explain  the 
laws  of  the  gofpel  to  the  cobbler  and  the  coal  porter,  and 
to  all  the  illiterate  and  uninformed,  who  compofe  an 
incalculable  majority  of  Chrillians,  and  who  neither 
know,  nor  can  know  any  thing  of  the  gofpel,  but  what 
they  learn  fro  m  their  teachers  ;  and  from  this  reason- 
ing, which  may  be  denied,  becaufe  there  is  no  truth 
which  may  not  be  denied,  but  cannot  be  invalidated  or 
eluded,  he  concludes  that  the  rule  prefcribed  by  Sr. 
john,  to  diitinguifh  falfe  . teachers,  is  the  mod  firnple  and 
the  mod  infallible  that  can  be  devifed  :  this  is  a  reflexion 
of  which  the  moil  illiterate  man  or  woman  is  capable  : 
Alius  fays  that  ail  the  paftors  of  the  church  are  deceiv- 
ed, that  he  alone  under  Rands  the  fcrjptures,  and  they 
do  not  ;  he  difobeys  them  ;  he  is  one  of  thefe  falfe 
teachers.  This  reafoning  isftridly  applicable  to  every  Re- 
formift ;  it  is  the  dictate  of  common  fenfe,  independent  on 
logical  or  metaphyseal  difcurfion.  64  It  did  not  occur  to 
this  writer,"  fays  the  caftigator,  p.  173,  f*  that  this  very 
rule  of  St.  John  is  a  rule  of  the  fcriptures,  which  the 
unlearned  he  fays  do  not  underftand."  His  fpirit  of  di- 
vination deceives  him  :  it  did  occur  to  this  writer  that 
St.  John's  rule,  is  a  rule  of  the  fcriptures,  infallible  as  the 
fcriptures  ;  but  which  the  unlearned  did  not  learn  from' 
the  fcriptures,  which  one  of  a  thoufand  at  that  time 
could  not  read,  but  from  their  paftors,  from  whom  they 
learned  all,  that  they  knew,  and  all  that  they  were  obli- 
ged to  know  of  the  fcriptures,  as  the  caftiga  tor's  fervant 
maid  learns  from  him  the  opinions  of  Calvin,  or  Gomar, 
Or  his  own  difcoveries  in  the  hitherto  unexplored  regi- 
ons of  religious  fancy,  not  in  the  fcriptures,  of  which 
ilie  may  admire  the  fine  pictures.  In  the  fame  page  he 
tells  us,  that  "  St.  John,  inftead  of  referring  the  mem- 
bers of  the  church  to  their  teachers,  implicitly  turns 
their  attention  to  the  docsr  ine  of  the  fcriptures,  and 
tells  them  to  exercife  their  judgment  by  bringing  the 
inft  ructions  of  the  Clergy  to  this  16(1:,"  This  paradox 
his  fpirit  of  divination  difcovers- in  thefe  words  < .f  the 
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apoftle,  c£  beloved  believe  not  every  fpirit,  but  cry  the 
fpirits  whether  they  are  of  God  ;  becaufe  many  falfe  pro*, 
phets  are  gone  out  into  the  world.    Hereby  know  you  I 
the  fpirit  of  Cod  :  every  fpiric  that  confeffeth  that 
Jefus  Chrift  is  come  in  the  flefh  is  of  God  ;  and  every 
fpiric  that  confeffeth  not  that  Jefus  CUxiStM  come  in  the 
flefh  is  not  of  God."-*-i  John,  iv,  1-3.    We  admire  the 
unexampled  fagacity  of  his  fpirit ;  he  has  difcovered  that 
thefe  falfe  prophets  and  lying  fpirits  were  neither  left  nor  1 
more  than  the  paftors  of  the  chriftian  church,  or,  as  he 
calls  them,  the  clergy ;  and  he  detects,  in  St.  John's  words, 
a  latent  order  to  the  people,  which  had  hitherto  efcaped 
the  notice  of  the  world,  to  bring  the  inflections  of  thefe 
falfe  prophets,  and  lying  fpirits,  their  clergy,  to  the  teft 
of  the  fcriptures  :  a  fimple  man,  judging  by  the  rules  of 
common  fcnfe,  would  have  thought  that  Sc.  John  in- 
tended to  inftruct  the  clergy,  and  through  them  to  warn 
the  people  againft  the  artifices  of  falfe  teachers.  What 
renders  this  conjecture  probable  is,  that  many  of  the 
people  could  not  read,  that  they  were  not  all  prophets, 
and  could  not  know  the  contents  of  the  apoftle's  letter 
by  infpiration,  in  a  word,  that  they  had  no  poffible  mean 
of  knowing  the  apoftle's  inftruclions  but   from  their 
teachers.    The  world  is  greatly  indebted  to  the  cafti-' 
gator's  inftructing  fpirit,  though  fome  fimpletons,  from 
the  ftriking  refemblance,  may  miftake  it  for  one  of  thefe 
fpirits,  of  which  the  apoftle  fpoke.    In  the  next  page  we 
find  another  difcovery,  which  had  alfo  efcaped  the  notice  ! 
of  an  undifcerning  world  for  many  ages  :  implicit  obedi- 
ence to  the  church  is  repugnant  to  the  fpirit  of  the  gof- 
pel  ;  difobedience,  therefore,  is  an  evangelical  virtue. 
This  he  finds  in  thefe  words  of  St.  John  :  "  we  are  of 
God,  Ke,  that  knoweth  God  heareth  us  ;  he,  that  is  not 
of  God  heareth  us  not."    A  man,  not  enlightened  by 
the  caftigator's  inftructing  fpirit,  would  very  naturally 
conclude  from  thefe  words,  that  the  apoftle  knew  nothing 
of  that  new  modelled  virtue  46  difobedience  :"  in  terms 
as  intelligible  as  ever  were  penned,  the  apoftle  affigns 
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obedience  as  the  diftinctive  char  after  iftie  of  the  children 
of  God.  It  is  the  knowledge  of  God  that  produces 
jfubmiflion  to  the  faithful  minifters,  fays  the  caftigator  ; 
who  ever  doubted  it  ?  But  where  this  knowledge,  fays 
he,  is  wanted,  there  may  be  fubmiffion  and  credulity, 
but  no  faith  ;  there  may  be,  and  is,  too  often  unfortun- 
ately, fubmiflaon  and  credulity  to  other  minifters,  but 
not  to  the  minifters  of  Chrift,  for  it  is  not  poffible 
for  the  man,  who  does  not;  know  Jefiis  Chrift,  to  have 
any  refpecfc,  or  pay  any  fubmiffion  to  bimfelf  or  his  mini- 
Iters,  and  this  is  precifely  what  the  apoftie  fays  :  "  he  who 
knoweth  God,  heareth  us  ;  and  he,  who  is  not  of  God, 
^eareth  us  not." 

In  the  fame  page,  174,  he  tells  us  that  the  unlearned 
are  capable  of  trying  ftrange  doctrines  by  the  rule  of 
the  fcriptures  ;  he  has  not  told  us  how  the  unlearned, 
who  neither  read,  nor  can  read  the  fcriptures,  know 
their  contents,  to  compare  ftrange  doctrines  with  them. 
Can  they  try  them  by  a  rule  of  which  they  know  no- 
thing ?  The  writer  prefumes  to  inform  him,  that  the 
unlearned,  who  have  never  read  a  line  in  the  fcriptures, 
may,  with  great  facility,  and  unerring  certainty,  detect 
falfe  teachers,  by  that  fimple  rule,  prefcrihed  by  St.  John, 
which  they  learn  from  their  paftors  ;  and  having  de- 
tected the  falfe  teacher,  they  muft  conclude,  that  his 
doctrine  is  falfe.  Thus  the  Redeemer,  in  his  paternal 
cares  of  his  Qock,  provides  for  the  mod  illiterate  as  well 
as  for  the  moft  intelligent,  an  effectual  prefervativc 
againft  error  ;  but  minutely  to  difcufs  the  opinions 
of  falfe  teachers,  and  compare  them  with  the  doc- 
trines of  the  fcriptures,  is  what  the  unlearned  cannot 
do  y  the  pretence  is  offenfive  to  reafon  j  the  moft 
grofs  artifice  of  impoiture  :  the  man,  who  tells  the 
illiterate  mechanic,  that  he  underftands  the  fcriptures, 
which  he  cannot  read,  Batters  him  with  the  idea  that  he 
is  hirafelf  a  competent  judge  of  true  or  falfe  doctrine  ; 
that  he  is  capable  of  comparing  pbftrufe  doctrines,  of 
which  the  man  has  no  idea  at  all,  with  the  fcriptures  of 
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which  he  knows  nothing,  intentionally  im'pofes  on  his 
credulity.  The  unlearned,  fays  the  caftigator,  may  pof- 
fefs  a  very  accurate  knowledge  of  the  doctrines  of  reli- 
gion :  yes  ;  no  man  doubts  it  ;  but  this  knowledge  they 
muft  obtain  from  the  iriftruetion  of  their  paftors  and 
teachers,  not  from  the  fcriptures,  the  contents  of  which 
they  cannot  know  but  from  their  teachers.  Hence  it  is 
that  the  raoft  illiterate  catholic,  who  has  learned  his  cate- 
chifm  by  rote,  and  heard  it  explained  by  his  paflor,  has 
a  more  accurate  knowledge  of  religion  than  this  caftiga- 
ting  paftor,  and  all  his  aiTocfates  :  henceit  is  alfo,  that  tftpt 
mo  ft  illiterate  Calvinift,  who  has  learned  his  catechifm 
by  rote,  and  heard  his  paftor  explain  it,  has  a  more  accu^ 
Tate  knowledge  of  the  wild  conjectures  of  Calvin,  than 
any  catholic  not  verfed  in  controverfy.  Why  fo  ?  Be- 
caufe  thefe  are  the  doctrines  imprefled  on  his  mind  bjr 
his  minifter,  whilft  in  the  face  of  truth  *md  experience, 
he  himfelf  is  told,  and  the  world  is  taught  to  believe, 
that  he  finds  riiefe  doctrines  in  the  fcriptures,  of  which 
perhaps  he  never  could  read  a  line. 

Upon  mature  consideration  our  caftigator  thinks  that 
obedience  and  fubmi-ffion  may  be  due  to  the  minifters 
of  Chrift  ;  to  himfelf,  we  muft  prefumej^and  his  brethren 
of  the  new  fchool,  and  laft  appointment,  but  the  Romifh 
church  has  no  claim  to  it— veteres  migrate  Coloni — old 
fafhioned  fellows  pack  up  your  alls  and  begone.  Why 
fo  ?  Becaufe  the  Romifh  church  forbids  marriage  and 
commands  an  abftinence  from  meats.  Yet,  ftrange  td 
tell,  this  Romifti  church,  that  forbids  marriage,  calls 
matrimony  a  facrament  of  divine  iaftitution,  and  Ro- 
manifts,  in  prefence  of  her  minifters,  contract  marriages 
with  great  Yolemnity.  She  orders  alfo  an  abftinence 
.from  meats  at  certain  times,  but  never  as  if  they  were 
unclean,  hence  her  children  eat  all  forts  of  meat  with 
thankfgiving  ;  they- think  with  the  apoftle  that  every 
creature  of  God  is  good  ;  and  have  nothing  in  common 
with  the  Manicheans,  the  anceftors  of  this  caftigator, 
who  believed  that  the  evil  principle'  created  this  vifible 

world  'K 


world  ;  they  think  with  the  Saviour  that  chaftity  is  a 
virtue  lawful  and  hudable,  of  which  l^himfelf  and  his 
precuribr  John  Baptift  fet  the  example  ;  the  man  who 
does  not  believe  it,  is  not  a  Chriftian,  but  a  hog  of  Epi- 
curus' fly,  whatever  the  c?(iigator  may  think  of  the 
matter  ;  they  alio  think  with  the  Bmrift,  who  abflained 
from  all  forts  of  meat,  and  with  Daniel,  who  abflained 
from  meat,  from  wine,  and  even  from  defirable  bread, 
for  three  whole  weeks,  Dan.  x,  3,  that  it  is  lawful  at 
times,  or  even  at  all  times  to  abflain  from  certain  meats, 
the  man  who  does  not  think  it,  is  one  of  thofe,  of  whom 
the  apoftle  fays."  whole  end  is  perdition,  whofe  God 
-  is  their  belly/'  Phil,  iii.  19;  they  think  that  the  apoftles 
were  juftiried  in  ordering  all  Chriftians  to^abftain  from 
blood  and  animals  fufl  >cau  i\  or  things  offered  to  idols, 
though  all  thefe  things  are  God's  creatures,  and  good  in 
themfelves,  and  finally,  they  think  the  Lent,  fo  terrible 
to  all  the  fons  and  daughters  of  Epicurus,  wifely  infli- 
tuted  by  the  apofiles,  and  religioufly  obfsrved  by  their 
(uccefTors,  a  meafure  well  calculated  to  crucify  the  fleuh 
with  its  paflions  and  lulls,  Gni.  v  25. 

To  the  proof  deduced  from  St.  Paul's  firft  epiftle  to 
Timothy,  iii.  i4-i5,ftated  in  the  writer's  Remarks,  which 
thecaftigator,  who  fills  a  volumn  with  extracts,  interiperfed 
with  incoherent  reflexions,  and  coarfe  invectives,  trans- 
cribes, replies  that  the  Church  of  Rome  camaotknow  whe- 
ther thefe  words,  "  thepillarand  ground  of  truth,"  be  ap- 
plied to  Timothy  hirnfelf,or  to  the  church.  Artifice  fug- 
gefts  this  lilly  cvafion  :  for  even  the  ignorance ..of  the 
caftigator  cannot  miftake  the  apoflle's  meaning,  nor  can 
the  effort?  of  his  artifice  difjort  them  from  the  intended 
fenfe.  St.  Paul  fays  to  his  difciple  Timothy  :  u  that 
you  may  know  how  to  conduct  yourfelf  in  the  Houfe 
of  God,  which  is  etis  efti,  the  Church  of  God,  the  pillar 
and  ground  of  truth,"  This  phrafe  bears  no  other  fenfe, 
but  that  the  Church  of  God  is  the  pillar  and  ground  of 
truth.  To  divert  the  attention  of  his  readers,  and  perplex 
a  truth,  which  lie  cannot  deny,  he  pretends  that  the  Fa- 
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there  refer  it  fometimes  to  Timothy,  and  fometimes  to  the 
church  :  Gregory,  of  Nyffene,  fays,  that  "  St.  Paul  fa- 
fhjoned  Timothy  to  be  a  goodly  pillar,  making  him  the 
pillar  and^ground  of  the  church  and  of  truth;  and  Bafil  faid 
of  the  deceafed  bifhopof  Neoceferea  that  he  was  the  orna- 
ment of  the  churches,  the  pillar  and  ground  of  truth,  a 
ftrong  and  firm  eltablifhment  of  faith  in  Chrift  $"  and  in 
another  epiftle,  lamenting  the  (late  of  the  church,  on 
account  of  the  difperfion  of  the  bifhops  by  the  perfecution, 
Bafil  fays  :  "  The  pillars  and  ground  of  truth  are  difperf* 
ed"-—  Ep.  7$.  Who  would  think  that  a  paftor  of  a  new 
church,  in  which  there  are  no  bifhops,  would  prefume. 
to  inform  his  readers  that  the  paftors  and  teachers  of  the 
primitive  church  were  bifhops  ?  And,  what  argues  the 
moft  blind  infatuation,  he  cites  from  their  writings,  in 
oppofition  to  truth,  paffages  which  exprefsly  confirm  it : 
Bafil  calls  the  bifhops  "  the  pillars  and  ground  of  truth  ;*5 
in  like  manner  Gregory  calls  Timothy  an  arch-bifhop,  a 
pillar  of  the  church  and  of  truth  ;  and  the  caftigator  in-t 
forms  us  alfo,  that  ancient  writers  were  accuftomed  to 
call  any  perfon  eminent  in  the  church  by  this  name,  he 
might  have  added  modern  catholic  writers  to  the  ancients, 
their  anceftors  :  there  is  nothing  more  common  than  to 
call  a  prelate,  eminent  for  fcience  and  fan  clity  a  pillar 
of  the  church,  or  a  pillar  of  truth  :  becaufe  the  fanctity 
of  his  life  juftifies  the  fancVtty  of  that  faith,  wh^ch  forms, 
him  ;  and  his  do&rine  condemns  the  artifices  and  errors 
of  falfe  teachers  ;  his  writings  vindicate  the  truths  of 
religion  from  mifreprefentation  and  falfe  interpretati- 
ons, but  he  cannot  prevent  them  from  being  diftorted : 
againft  artful  impoflure  no  precaution  is  proof — -the  in* 
fpired  writings  are  themfelves  horribly  abufed.  The  ex- 
tracts, which  the  caftigator  has  injudicioufly  cited,  are. 
manifeft  allufions  to  that  paffage  in  which  St.  Paul  calls 
the  church  the  pillar  and  ground  of  truth,  and  fhew  us, 
that  at  all  times,  as  well  in  the  primitive  as  in  fucceeding 
ages,  the  paftors  of  Ch rift's  Church  were  thought  to  be 
the  Dillar  and  ground  of  truth,  and  of  neceffary  confe* 
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^uence  all  teachers  in  oppofition  to  them  are  the  pillar 
and  ground  of  falfliood. 

After  this  fruitlefs  effort,  which  muft  be  afcribed  to 
the  vanity  of  appearing  converfant  in  the  writings  of  the 
Fathers,  by  tranfcribitig  fome  garbled  fcraps  from  his 
repertory,  the  caftigator  condefcends  to  think  that 
Paul's  words  may  be  applicable  to  the  church,  but  they 
by  no  means,  if  we  believe  him,  fupport  infallibility. 
A  plain  man  would  naturally  think  that  the  pillar  of 
truth  fupports  nothing  elfe  but  truth,  for  this  plain 
reafon,  that  between  truth  and  falfhood  there  is  no 
mean.  If,  therefore,  the  church  teaches  true  doctrine, 
die  fupports  the  truth,  and  is  the  pillar  of  truth,  if  fhe 
teaches  falfe  doctrine,  (he  fupports  falfhood,  and  is  the 
pillar  of  falfhood,  not  of  truth.  This  fimple  reafoning 
precludes  evafion,  the  man  is  wilfully  blind,  who  does 
not  fee  it,  and  loft  without  redemption  if  he  refifts  it. 
The  caftigator  afks  on  what  the  church  refts  ?  To  which 
the  writer  replies,  with  the  apoftle,  it  refts  on  Jefus 
Chrift,  whofe  almighty  power  preferves  it  according  to 
his  promife  :  "  the  gates  of  hell  mail  not  prevail  againft 
it  the  truths  of  his  gofpel  he  teaches  by  thefe  paftors 
whom  he  gives  to  his  church  for  the  work  of  the  mini- 
ftry  ;  by  them  he  detects  and  confounds  the  impoftures 
of  thefe  emiffaries,  whom  the  enemy  fends  to  fow  tares  in 
his  field.  "  We  proteftants,"  fays  the  caftigator,  p.  177, 
"believe  the  truth  to  be  founded  on  the  teftimony  of  God." 
He  feems  to  infinuate  that  catholics  do  not  believe  the 
truths  of  religion  on  the  teftimony  of  God.  The  writer 
begs  leave  to  undeceive  his  readers :  we  catholics  believe 
ihetruths  of  religion  in  reality  on  the  teftimony  of  God, 
whilft  proteftants  think  they  do,  but  in  reality  do  not: 
there  is  this  remarkable  and  eflential  difference  between 
our  faith  and  their  opinion,  that  we  have  an  unerring 
and  abfolute  certainty  that  God  has  attefted  the  truths 
of  religion,  and  they  have  none  but  what  they  borrow 
from  us.  This  article  has  been  already  difcufled  in 
this  work,  our  caftigator  inadvercently  confeffes  it  :  u  the 
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church/' fays  he,  p.  178,  "we  conceive  to  be  a  pillar  and 
ground  of  truth  merely  on  account  of  that  record,  which 
it  bears  to  the  divine  tefiirnony."  Catholics  believe  no 
more  :  that  truth,  and  that  only,  is  of  Catholic  faith 
which  is  attefted  by  the  church  to  have  been  revealed 
by  God  :  it  is  a  grofb  impofition  on  the  credulity  of  the 
public  to  pretend  that  the  church  either  fuppofe*,  or 
conceals,  or  alters  any  revealed  truth  ;  her  decifions  are 
folemn  declarations  that  fuch  or  fuch  truths  are  revealed 
by  God,  and  as  truth  is  not  oppofite  to  truth,  the  con- 
tradictory of  a  levealed  truth  muft  be  an  error.  "  But,'5 
continues  the  caftigator,  4i  though  the  church  may  be  the 
pillar  and  ground  of  truth,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  can- 
not err,  or  by  erring  that  it  is  no  longer  a  church  of 
Chrift,  but  a  pillar  of  falfhood."  Th;.;  jumbie.  of  inco- 
herencies  he  pretends  to  prove  by  fomethmg  more  in- 
coherent, or  to  fpeak  cor  redly  j  more  b  .  ;  i^ouily  im- 
pious :  M  a  per/on,  fays  he,  Ci  rftsy  be  a  Saint  of  God^ 
though  confiderably  involved  iv  :U  nitons  of  Sin*  As  Sin 
is  a  gei>erical  term,  applicable  to  all  iorts  of  crimes, 
and  the  pollutions  of  (in  unlimited,  this  Edinburgh 
caftigator  arTumes,  not  limply  a3  a  truth,  but  as  an  un- 
cjiieftionable  truth*  that  is,  as  a  principle  of  proof,  that 
abominable  dochine,  which  author  ises  ail  forts  of  wicked- 
nefs  and  crimes  in  our  modern  faints  :  a  perfon  may  be 
a  faint  of  God  and  confiderably  involved  in  the  pollutt* 
ons  of  fin  !  I  hat  13,  in  other  words  :  a  perfon  may  be 
a  faint  of  G<>d  and  at  the  fame  time  guilty  of  perjury^ 
of  adultery,  of  theft,  of  treafon,  &c.  Hufbands  take 
care  of  your  wives,  they  may  be  faints  of  God  though 
confiderably  involved  in  the  pollutions  of  fin  !  ft  is 
rather  unfortunate  that  St.  Paul  did  not  think  thefe  new 
modelled  faints  entitled  to  a  lhare  in  the  inheritance  of 
the' kingdom  of  God/ — Eph.  v,  5. 

The  next  pages  are  filled  v/ith  vague  affertions,  totally 
unconnected,  without  a  fhadow  of  proof.  The  inquifi- 
tion  haunts  his  affrighted  imagination,  the  thought  a- 
larms  him,  he  flares,  as  a  highwayman  trembles  at  the 

r  -       ,  fight 


fight  of  a  rope,  bras  a  fox  purfiied  by  a  lame  or  toothlefs 
hound,  though  perfectly  fecure,  through  fear,  becomes 
doubly  offenfive  ;  it  is  true  that  a  preacher  who  tells 'hid 
people:  that  an  aflaflin,  a  traitor,  a  blafphemer,  in  a 
word—"  a  perfon  considerably  involved  in  the  pollutions 
of  fin,  may  be  a  faint  of  God" — would  have  foniething 
to  fear  from  that  tribunal,  if  within  its  grafp  ;  but  as  the 
inquifition  is  no  article. of  catholic  doctrine,  -and  neither 
admired  or  approved  by  the  writer,  he  refigns  it  to  the 
caftigator's  vengeance— he  may  vent  his  rage  on  it  with 
impunity.  From  the  inquifition  he  flies  to  Epiphanius, 
the  great  enemy  of  images.  Why  not  to  Copronymus, 
of  foul  memory,  he  was  a  greater  enemy  to  images  ?  If 
the  accusation  agamft  Epiphanius  had  been,  founded  in 
truth,  it  would  prove  him  an  Iconoclaft,  or  image  breaker, 
and  he  would  have  been  anathematifed  by  the  church  as 
the  Iconoclafts  were  :  other  men,  more  intelligent  than  he, 
did  not  efcape  cenfure  when  they  fwervedfrom  truth,  as 
Origines,  Tertullian,  &x.  but  it  would  not  prove  that 
images  were  not  in  the  churches  objects  of  refpecl  and  ve- 
neration before  his  days5in  his  days,  and  after  them.  How- 
ever, the  accufation  is  a  calumny,  though  the  caftigator 
be  not  the  author.  St.  John  of  Damafcus,  a  celebrated 
Greek  writer,  vindicates  him  from  that  injurious  afperfi- 
on  :  in  his  defence  of  the  catholic  doctrine  againft  the 
image  breakers,  this  venerable  Afcetick,  whom  the  Greeks 
confider  as.  their  greateft  writer,  ftates,  as  a  principal  uni- 
verfaiiy  admitted,  that  the  church  cannot  err — precifely 
what  the  caftigator  denies.  John  Damafcen  then  explains, 
with  great  precilion  and  perfpicuity,  the  genuine  fenfe  of 
the  paffages  in  fcripture,  diftorted  by  the  image  breakers 
in  fupport  of  their  error,  juftifies  the  church  from  the  im- 
putation of  idolatry,  with  which,  calumnious  mifreprefen- 
tation  then, as  nowafperfed  it;  he repliesto  a  paffage  cited 
by  thefe  fectaries  from  St.  Epiphanius'  Letter  to  John  of 
Jerufalem  ;  they  too  knew  how  to  garble  and  interpolate. 
In  this. paffage  Epiphanius  is  made  to  fay  :  that  he  lore  a 
curtain  on  which  an  image  vvas  painted^  to  this  John 

L  1  Damafcen 


Damafcen  replies  :  If  the  paffage  be  genuine,  whick 
he  did  not  fee m  to  believe  though  he  did  not  think  pro- 
per to  conteft  it,  Epiphanius  mu ft  have  done  it  to  fupprefe 
fome,  local  abufe,  as  A thanaftus  ordered  the  relics  of  the 
Saints  to  be  buried,  to  induce  the  Egyptians  to  abolifh 
the  cuftom  of  keeping  the  dead  bodies  of  their  friends  on 
beds  in  their  houfes  ;  but  that  Epiphanius  did  not  pre- 
t.f  nd  to  abolifh  images  h  manifeft,  fays  he,  becaufe  they 
yet  embeliifh  his  own  church.    A  more  convincing  argu- 
ment he  could  not  offer.    St.  Epiphanius*  cathedral  of 
Salamine,  in  the  Hie  of  Cyprus,  was  yet  in  being  when 
John  Damafcen  vvrote»  and  the  images  we're  there  to  be 
feen,  as  they  are  yet  to  be  feen  in  St.  Stephen's  Chapel, 
where  the  Imperial. PirHair:€nt  meets,  if  a  part  of  the 
wainfcot  be  removed.    Bamafcen  then  cites  many  pafLi- 
ges  from  the  ea'rlieft  writers  to  fuftify  the  veneration  of 
the  images  6f  Chrift  and  his  Saints  ;  troth  Denis,  the  A- 
reopagt'te  ;    from  Baftl ;   from  Gregory,  ofNyfla*  who 
fays  that  he  was  affected  even  to  tears  at  the  picture  of 
the  facrifice  of  Abraham  ;  from  Chryfofto0v<  f  om  Leon- 
tius,  Bifliop  of  Naples  in  the  ifland  of  Cyprus  ;  on  this 
laft  paffage  Damafcen  fays  :  ft  Who  is  the  belt  interpreted 
of  Epiphanius  f    This  holy  Biftiop,  who  preached  in  the 
fa  tire  ifland  with  him  ?  «  Or  they  who  fpeak  now  accor- 
ding to  their  own  opinions  ?"    In  the   Seventh  General 
Council,  4th  Ac  a  long  paffage  was  read,  from  Leontius' 
apology  for  chriftians,  a  gain  ft  the  jews,  in  which  that  pre-  , 
late  had  fhewn,  with  demonftrative  evidence,  the  effential 
difference  between  theveneration,  which  chriftians  pay  the 
images  of  jefus  Chrill  and  his  Saints,  and  the  idolatrous 
wcrfhip  of  the  Heathens.  In  his  reply  Damafcen  fay^  :  if 
Epiphanius  had  been  of  the  fame  opinion  with  the  Icono- 
clafts,  his  authority  could  not  be  of  any  force  againft  the 
general  practice  of  the  church.    Damafcen,  fo  celebrated 
amongft  the  Greeks  and  Latins,  thought  fb  lightly  of  the 
authority  of  Epiphanius  in  oppofttion  to  the  eftablifhed 
ufage  of  the  church,  that,   though  he  justified  him  from 
the  imputation  of  herefy,  he  did  not  think  it  neceffary  to 
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conteft  a  manifeft .interpolation  in  his  works;  what  would 
he  have  thought  of  an  apellate  monk  in  Saxony,  burfting 
from  his  monaftery,  difregarding  vows  and  oaths,  and 
fctting  his  wild  conjectures  in  oppofition  to  the  fettled 
doctrines  of  the  chriltian  world?  The  paffage  in  which 
Epiphanius  is  made  to  fay  that  he  tore  the  curtain  on 
which  the  image  waspainted*  is  an  addition  to  a  letter 
already  nVu(hedv  and  has  no  reference  to  the  fubject  of 
that  letter,  in  which  the  errors  of  Origines  are  ftated,  of 
which  John,  then  Buhop  of  jerufaiem,  was  flrongly  £uf- 
pecl/cd — This,  and  other  interpolations  in  the  works  of 
Epiphanius  were  detected  by  Epiphanius  the  Deacon,  u\ 
the  Seventh  General  Council,  Act  6°:  in  chat  Council, 
compofed  entirely  of  Greek  Prelates,  with  the  exception 

,'of  the  Roman'PonufPb  Legates,  the  artifices  of  the  image 
breakers  were  expofed,  and  by  therofdves  acknowledged  ^ 
the  records1  of  the  Church  of  Conitap.rinople.we5  e  produce 
e,d,  in  them  the  erafures  were  yifibte  ;  foaie  palTages  not 
well  effaced  were  with  difficulty  rendered  intelligible, 
whole  leaves  were  cut  out,  ail  which  remained  entire  in. 
Come  authentic  copies,  which  were  alio  produced.  Thus 
it  is  that  error  at  all  times  has  endeavoured  to  fai&jtfeif 
on  the  ruins  of  religion,  by  artilice  and  impofture. 

As,  this  Edinburgh  caftigacor  feems  to  place  an  im- 
plicit confidence  in  St.  Epiphanius;  he  mult  be  highly 
pleafed  at  an  extract  from  that  Father's  works>  whicf> 
are  univerfally  acknowledged  authentic,  - 

At  the  requeft  of  Acacius  and  Paul,  priefh  and  archi- 
mandrites, that  is,  fuperiors  of  the  monafteries  of 
Carchedonia,  and  Berea  in  Syria,  whofe  letrer  is  dated  in. 
the  gzd  year  of  DiocleGan,  the  1,2th  of  Valentinian  and 
Yalens,  the  8th  of  Gratien,  that  is,  the  yeai'375  of  our 

.sera,  Epiphanius  wrote  his  great  workag;iinii  heretics* 
which  he  entitled  Panarian,  or,  as  he  explains  it*  Ckejh 
of  Medicines  a  gain  ft  different  Poifons.  In  this  work  are 
eighty  different  herehes  fpecihed,  and  folidly  refuted. 
The  work  is  clofed  with  an  ex.pofition  of  the  Catholic 
faith,  and  a  minute  defcription  of  church  difcipline, 
which  the  writer  transcribes :  "  Perpetual 
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f  Perpetual  continencyis  by  many  inviolably  obferv- , 
ed,  and  honoured ;  then  celibacy  ;  continence  in  widow- 
hood  ;  the  next  is  a  married  ftate  principally  when  not 
reiterated,  though  it  be  allowed  to  marry  after  the  death 
of  a  hufband  or  a  wife.  The  fource  of  all  thefe  goods  is 
the  priefthood,  which  is  given  for  the  greater  part  to  men 
of  undefiled  and  perpetual  chaftity,or  to  them,  who  live 
in  a  ftate  of  celibacy,  or  who  abftain  from  their  wives, 
or  to  widowers,  who  have  been  once  only  married  ;  but 
he,  who  marries  a  fecond  time  cannot  be  received  into 
the  priefthood,  either  in  the  order  of  bifhop.  of  prieft,  of 
deacon  or  fub  deacon.  After  the  priefthood,  is  the  order 
of  readers,  who  are  admitted  indifcriminately  from  all 
States,  of  perpetual  chaftity,  of  celibacy,  of  continence, 
of  widowhood,  or  marriage,  and  in  cafe  of  necerfity 
from  amongft  thofe,  who  have  contracted  a  fecond  mar- 
riage. There  are  alfo  deaconefles  appointed  for  the  fer- 
vice  of  women  folely  ;  as  decency  requires  on  account  of 
baptifm,and  other  ftmilar  occaflons,  they  ought  alfo  to  live 
in  a  ftate  of  continency  after  one  only  marriage,  or  in  a 
ftate  of  perpetual  virginity  ;  after  thefe  are  the  exorcifts, 
and  the  interpreters,  who  tranilate  from  one  language 
into  another  the  leftbns  or  the  fermons  ;  remain  yet  the 
copeats,  festons,  who  bury  the  dead,  and  the  porters, 
and  all  that  concerns  good  order  within  the  church. 

"  The  affemblies  ordered  by  the  apoftles  are  held  on 
Wednefday,  Friday,  and  Saturday  ;  on  Wednefday  and 
Friday  the  Faft  continues  until  none,  that  is  until  the 
third  hour  after  mid-day  is  ended,  becaufe  on  Wednef- 
day the  Lord  was  betrayed  and  on  Friday  he  fuffered. 
Our  Faft  is  an  acknowledgement  that  he  has  fuffered  for 
us,  and  a  fatisfaclion  for  our  fins.  This  Faft  on  Wed- 
nefday and  until  none,  is  obferved  in  the  Catholic  church 
the  whole  year,  the  fifty  days  in  the  Eafter,  during 
which  it  is  forbidden  to  kneel  or  faft,  excepted  ;  du- 
ring that  time  the  aftembly  on  Wednefday  and  Friday  is 
held  in  the  morning,  not  at  none,  (three  in  the  evening) 
as  during  the  reft  of  the  year  \  on  the  day  of  the  Epi- 
phany, 
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phany,  which  is- the  birth  of  the  Saviour,  it  is  not  allow- 
ed to  fad,  though  it  fall  on  Wednefday  or  Friday.  The 
Afceticks  voluntarily  obferve  a  faft  the 'whole  year,  ex- 
cept Sundays  and  the  Eafter  time,  and  always  obferve 
the  vigils ;  the  Catholic  church  reckons  all  Sundays, days 
of  joy,  affembles  on  them  in  the  morning  and  does 
not  faft  ;  (he  alfo  obferves  the  forty  days  before  the 
feven  days  of  Eafter  in  a  continued  faft  ;  but  {he  does 
not  faft  on  Sundays  even  in  Lent ;  as  to  the  fix  days  be- 
fore Eafter-Day,  all  the  people  live  on  dry  food,  xtro- 
phagia" )  that  is,  taking  but  bread,  and  fait  and  water, 
in  the  evening  ;  the  moil  fervent  pafs  fometimes  two 
days,  fometimes  three  or  four  without  eating,  and  fome 
the  whole  week  until  Sunday  morning  at  cock  crow  ; 
vigils  are  obferved  thefe  fix  days,  and  there  is  an  affera- 
bly  every  day  ;  during  the  Lent  alfo  the  aflfembly  is  held 
from  none  to  evening.  In  fome  places  the  vigil  is  kept 
on  the  night  of  Thurfday  until  Friday,  or  of  Sunday 
only.  In  fome  places  the  facrifice  is  offered  on  Holy 
Thurfday,  continuing  the  "  xeropbagia"  dry  food  ;  in 
other  places  the  facrifice  is  celebrated  but  on  the  night  of 
Sunday,  fo  that  the  office  finifhes  at  cock-crow  on  Eafter 
Day.  Baptifm  and  the  other  myfteries  are  celebrated 
according  to  the  tradition  of  the  gofpel  and  of  the  apof- 
tles. 

64  A  commemoration  of  thedead  ismade,namingtheui 
by  their  names,  celebrating  the  prayer  and  the  facrifice  ; 
morning  prayers  in  the  church  are  always  with  canticles 
and  praifes,  and  evening  prayers  with  pfalms.  There 
are  monks  who  dwell  in  cities,  and  fome  who  dwell  in 
monafteries,  far  diftant  from  cities  ;  fome,  who  wear  long 
hair  through  devotion,  but  that  practice  is  not  conforma- 
ble,^ the  precept  of  St.  Paul ;  there  are  many  other  par- 
ticular devotions  obferved  in  the  church,  as  to  abftain 
from  the  flefh  of  all  forts  of  animals,  from  eggs,  and 
from  chcefe  ;  fome  abftain  from  four-footed  animals, 
others  retrench  fowl  alfo,  and  fbme  retrench  even  fifti, 
others  eggs  and  fome  cheefe,  and  there  are  fome,  who 

abftain 


a8a 

abftain  from  bread  and  fruits,  and  every  thing  clreiTed; 
at  the  fire  ;  many  fleep  on  the  bare  ground,  many  go. 
bare-foot,  fome  wear  a  hair  cloth  concealed,  it  is  indecent 
to  cxpofe  it  to  view,  or  to  carry  a.  chain  on  the  heck  as 
fome  do.  A  great  number  abftain  from  the  bath,  and 
ibme,  having  renounced  the  world,  invent  fimple  and, 
eafy  mechanical  arts  to  banifn  idlenefs^  and  live  without; 
being  expenfive  to  others.  A  great  number  are  conti- 
nually employed  in  pfalmody,  in  prayer,  in  reading  or 
reciting  the  fcriptures. 

"The catholic  church  teaches  to  all  the  fruits  of  hofpi- 
tality,  of  alms,  and  all  works  of  charity  towards  others  ^ 
fhe  abRains  from  the  communion  of  all  fecfcaries,  banifh-, 
es  fornication,  adultery,  uncleannefs,  idolatry,  murder, 
and  all  forts  of  crimes,  magic,  aflrology,  divinations,,, 
poiionings,  enchantments,  &c.  fhe  forbids  the  theatres^ 
horfe  races,  the  combats  of  beafts,  mufical  fliows,  all  forts 
of  flander,  quarrels  and  difputes,  injuftices,  avarice, 
ufury  ;  it  does  not  approve  traders,,  places  them  in  the 
laft  rank  of  all,  and  does  not  receive  the  offerings  but  of 
thofe,  who  live  according  to  jullice," 

What  does  the  Edinburgh  caftigator  think  of  this  pic- 
ture of  the  primitive  church;,  of  which  he  fays  proteft- 
ants  have  re-affumed  the  form  ?  Can  he  difcover  his-, 
new  modelled  church  in  the  picture  ?  Is  there  any  one 
feature  of  refemblance  ?  The  epicurean  devotion,  of  eat.-* 
ing  all  forts  of  meat  indifcriminately  on  all  days,  was  not 
S  et  known  in  the  church  ;  nor  was.  that  new  modelled 
virtue,  of  propagating  the  human  fpecies,  a  neceffary  ac- 
complishment in  its  minifters.  What  a  catalogue  of 
popiih  fuperftitions,  and  unprofitable  aufteri.ti.es  Epiphani- 
us  ffives  ! 

In  the  fame  page,  170,  the  cafiigator  cites  a  long 
pa  flag  e  from  Paul's  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  xi,  the  con- 
clufion  of  which,  66  thou  -alio  mall  be  cut  off,"  he  ap- 
plies to  the  Roman  Church,  he  only  omits  to  inform  his 
readers  ihat  the  apoille  did  not  addrefs  thefe  words  to, 
the  Roman  church,  01:  to  any  other  church  5  but  to  the 
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•Oentile  converts,  who  preferred  themfelves  to  the  Jews  ; 
in  the  preceding  chapter  the  apoftle  had  corrected  a  pre- 
vailing error  amongft  the  Jews,  who  preferred  themfelves 
to  the  Gentiles,  and  thought  the  promifed  Salvation  con- 
fined to  themfelves  ;  he  had  fhewn  them  from  the  pro- 
phets, that  the  vocation  of  the  Gentiles  had  been  predict- 
ed ;  that  the  Jew  and  the  Greek  are  equally  juftified  by 
faith  in  Jefus  Chrift,  not  by  the,  works  of  the  Jewifh 
law;  in  the  nth  chapter  he  corrects  the  prefumption 
of  the  Gentiles,  who  thought  that  the  Jews  had  been 
reprobated,  and  they  themfelves  fubftituted.  M  Has 
God,"  fays  the  apoftle,  "  call  away  his  people  ?  God  for- 
bid :  for  I  am  myfelf  an  Ifraelite  of  the  feed  of  Abra- 
ham, of  the  tribe  of  Benjamin   I  fpeak  to  you 

Gentiles  if  fome  of  the  branches  be  broken  off, 

and  thou  being  a  wild  olive  wert  grafted  in  amongft 
them,  and  with  them  partakeft  of  the  root  and  fatnefs 
of  the  olive  tree,  boaft  not  againft  the  branches  ;  but  if 
thou  boaft,  thou  beareft  not  the  root,  but  the  root  thee, 
lifcou  wilt  fay  then  :  the  branches  were  broken  off  that  I 
might  be  grafted  in.  Well,  becaufe  of  incredulity  they 
were  broken  off,  and  thou  fiandeft  by  faith.  Be  not  high 
minded  but  fear  s  for  if  God  fpared  not  the  natural 
branches,  perhaps  he  would  not  fpare  thee  :  behold, 
therefore,  the  goodnefs  and  feverity  of  God  ;  feverity  on 
them  who  fell,  but  goodnefs  towards  thee,  if  thou  con- 
tinue in  goodnefs,  if  not  thou  alfo  wilt  be  cut  off,  and  they 
alfoif  they  do  not  perfift  in  incredulity  will  be  grafted  Jn  : 
for  God  is  able  to  graft  them  in  again. "  Who  would 
imagine  that  the  menace,  "  tbou  alfo  wilt  be  cut  off™  was 
addreffed  to  the  Church  of  Rome  or  to  any  other  Church, 
if  this  caftigator's  familiar  ipirit  had  not  difcovered  it  ? 
A  plain  man  would  apply  the  menace  to  himfelf,  and 
from  it  conclude  the  neceflity  of  working  his  falvatioa 
with  fear  and  trembling,  a  doctrine  which  the  apoftfe 
teaches  with  great  precifion  in  his  epiftle  to  the  Philippi- 
ans,  ii,  12 — ?*  Wherefore,  my  beloved,  as  you  have  always 
obeyed  me,  not  only  when  prefent,  but  much  more  now 
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when  abfent,  with  fear  and  trembling  work  your  falvatim-^ 
meta  phobou  kai  tromou  ten  eauton  Joterian  katergaze/the. 

In  the  paffage  garbled  by  the  caftigator,  and  the  con- 
text, which  determines  the  fenfe,  artfully  omitted,  the 
apoftle,  fo  far  from  menacing  the  church  with  ruin,  ex- 
prefsly  teaches  its  perpetual  liability  :  though  many  bran- 
ches are  occasionally  broken  off,  and  others  engrafted  a- 
inongft  the  remaining  branches,  the  Hock  remains  entire  ; 
and  will  continue  entire  until  the  confummation  :  the 
apoftle  continues  fpeaking  to  the  converts  from  the  hea- 
then nations:  "  For  if  thou  wert  cut  out  of  the  olive 
tree,  which  is  by  nature  wild,  and  wert  grafted  contrary 
to  nature  into  a  good  olive  tree,  how  much  more  mall 
they,  who  are  according  to  nature,  be  engrafted  in  their 
own  olive  tree  ?  For  I  would  not,  brethren,  have  you 
not  know  this  myftery,  (that  you  be  not  wife  in  your- 
felves)  that  hiindnefs  in  part  is  effected  in  Ifrael  until  the 
plenitude  of  nations  come  in,  and  fo  all  Ifrael  fhall  be  fay- 
ed"— xi,  24-25.  The  ftock,  therefore,  if  we  believe  the 
apoftle,  will  continue  entire  untij  the  Jews  are  engrafted, 
after  the  plenitude  of  nations  become  in.  Quere  :  does 
this  Edinburgh  Caftigator  think,  that  the  plenitude  of 
nations  are,  have  been,  or  ever  will  be,  within  the  pale  of 
his  little  church  ?  If  not,  it  i3  not  that  ftock  of  which  the 
apoftle  (peaks. 

He  then  proceeds  to  tranfcribe,  from  his  repertory, 
extracts,  garbled  from  the  works  of  incorrect  or  fanatical 
writers,  which  have  been  cenfured  by  the  church,  amongft 
thefe  we  find  Occam,  a  fanatical  admirer  of  Lewis  of 
Bavaria,  cenfured  for  his  extravagant  opinions,  which, 
however,  he  retracted,  and  was,  in  confequence,  abfolved 
from  cenfures— (ee  his  life,  Hift.  de  Gran.  And  WefTelus, 
Luther's  precurfor,  whofe  works  were  burned.  Of  this 
laft  writer,  the  caftigator  fays,  with  his  accuftomed  vera- 
city :  "  a  man  highly  ejieemed  in  the  Church  of  Rome" — p. 
18  2.  So  highly  efteemed  that  his  works  were  burned  by 
the  common  hangman— fee  his  hiftory>  ibid.  The  rav- 
ings of  thefe  men,  fimilar  to  his  own,  the  caftigator  gives 

his 


hh  readers,  as  doctrines  taught  in  the  church  of  liorhc. 
As  their  errors  were  refuted  long  before  the  caftigatof 
was  born  the  writer  paifes  them  unnoticed.  He  theri 
gives,  what  he  calls,  fpecimens  of  morality  taught  iri 
the  church  of  Rome.  It  isamufingto  hear  a  man 
fpeak  of  morality  who  tells  his  readers  that  they  may  be 
Saints  of  God  though  conjiderably  involved  in  the  pollutions  of 
Sin.  However,  thefe  fpecimens,  which  he  gives,  are  doc- 
trines condemned  by  the  church  of  Rome,  which  he  im- 
pudently calumniates,  the  author  of  his  repertory  found 
them  not  in  the  works  of  thefe  voluminous  writers, 
which,  in  a!i  appearance,  he  never  read,  but  in  the  cen- 
fure  which  is  always  palled  on  the  extravagant  opinion^ 
of  catholic  writers  by  the  church  of  Rome,  as  modern 
fceptics  find  the  objections,  which  they  propdfe  againft 
different  pillages  of  fcriptUre,  not  in  the  fcriptures,  of 
which  they  kndw  nothing,  but  in  the  works  of  chriftian 
writers,  who  accurately  difcufs  all  feeming  difficulties 
in  order  to  elucidate  the  truth  :  our  caftigator,  not  fa 
cautious  as  his  brethren,  modern  fceptics,  inadvertently 
refutes  himfelf :  that  many  individuals  of  the  Romifh 
Communion,  have  exalted  notions  v6f  the  precepts  of  re- 
ligion, p.  1 86.  If  he  could  difmifs  that  lying  fpirit 
which  mifleads  him,  and  confult  common  fenfe,  he  would 
have  known  that  all  the  individuals,  who  cortipofe  that 
immenfe  body  the  catholic  church,  or,  as  he  calls  it,  the 
Romifti  church,  learn,  the  maxims  df  morality  as  well 
as  the  doctrines  of  faith  from  their  paftors,  whofe  of- 
ficial  duty  it  is  to  explain  them,  as  this  caftigator's  congre- 
gation leara  Calvin's  opinions  from  his  inltructions.  If 
therefore  they  have  pure  and  exalted  views  of  the  pre* 
eepts  of  religion,  it  is  Secaufe  the  maxims  of  morality 
taught  in  the  church  are  pure  and  exalted.  The  mart 
who  afTerts  the  contrary  does  not  know  the  morality  of 
the  church,  or  he  does  not  know  the  truth. 

Page  187,  contains  a  greater  number  of  groundlefs 
affertions  than  the  writer  remembers  to  have  feen 
crowded  into  the  fame  fpace,  fome  are  impudently  ca- 
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lumniouS)  as  that  Liberius  declared  himfelf  an  Arian, 
and  curfed  the  doctrine  of  the  fcriptures>  with  fome  o- 
thers>  which  have  been  already  refuted.  As  they  are  all 
mere  vague  affertions,  without  a  fhadow  of  proof,  they 
are  palled  unnoticed;  1 

This  Edinburgh  caftigator  feems  to  think,  confidence 
in  affertiom  a  fubftitute  to  truth.    The  infallibility  of  de- 
cifion?  which  he  denies  to  the  church  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
he  affumes,  modeity  is  hot  in  the  catalogue  of  new  mo- 
delled virtues :  it  is  the  accompaniment  of  real  fcience, 
the  irreconcileable  er-^rny  of  affuming  ignorance  ;  hence 
we  find  truth  dimhriih  in  the  caftigator's  affertions,  in 
proportion  as  his  confidence  fwells,  as  if  it  fled  from 
arrogance  :  "  the  fathers,"  he  fays,  p.  188,  "  were  utter 
ftrange;  s  ro  the  pretenlions  of  the  Romifh  church,  and 
ki-ewof  :io  infallibility  beyond  the  teftimohy  of  God  in 
the  fcnptures,"    The  fathers,  it  is  true,  believed  ho  re- 
vealed truths  but  on  the  teftimony  of  God,  as  we  catho- 
lics do  now.    This  is  an  invariable  rule,  but  that  thefd 
truths  were  attefted  by  God,  they  believed  on  the  tefti- 
mony of  his  church,  as  we  do,  this  rule  is  equally  inva- 
riable :  for  the  fathers  were  not  all  immediately  infpired, 
nor  had  they  our  caftigator's  fpirit  of  divination  to  inftrucl 
them,    If  by  the  pretentions  of  the  Romifli  church,  the 
doctrine  cf  infallibility,  of  indefedibility,  and  perpetual 
vifibility,  be  underftood,  the  fathers  were  not  (hangers  to 
thefe  pretentions  ^  they  knew  them,  and  if  the  caitigator 
does  not  know  this,  it  is  becaufe  he  knows  nothing  of 
the  works  of  thele  venerable  writers  but  the  few  garbled 
extracts,  which  are  found  in  Illyricus*  Catalogue  of  Witnejfes. 
Affuming  the  vifrbility,  the  veracity  and  the  univerfality, 
of  the  church  as  a  principle  of  proof,  St.  Auftin  demon- 
llrates  the  truth  of  the  chriftiah  religion.    Does  the  ca£ 
tigator  think  this  father  was  an  utter  ftranger  to  a  doc- 
trine on  which  he  founds  a  proof  of  chriftianiry  ?  "  If 
we  fay  to  a  heathen,  believe  Jefus  Chrift  becaufe  he  is 
God,  and  he  replies  :  why  believe  him  ?  when  we  pro^ 
duce  the  authority  of  the  prophets  j  and  he  fays  that 
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he  does  not  believe  them,  becaufe  they  are  Hebrews 
and  he  a  Heathen.  From  the  future  events,  which  they 
foretold,  and  are  now  feen  to  have  happened,  we  {hew 
the  veracity  of  the  prophets,  1  believe  he  would  be 
moved  when  he  would  hear  many  things  from  the 
prophets  ....  when  he  would  fee  the  kings  of  the  earth 
advantageoully  fubject  to  Chrift's  dominion,  and  all  na- 
tions ferving  him;  when  what  has  been  fo  long  ago 
foretold,  is  read  to  him  from  Ps.  lxxi.  ii,  all  ihe  kings 
of  the  earth  (hall  adore  him,  all  nations  frail  five  him .... 
When  he  confiders  what  things  are  there  foretold  of 
Chrift,  and  what,  ef  his  church,  and  fees  liJnHed  in  the 
whole  world,  what  he  there  read  foretold/' — Lib.  13. 
Cont.  Faus.  Ca.  7,  But  if  this  Heathen  be  moved  that 
they  who  are  called  Chriftuns  are  divided  into  many 
different  feels  ;  we  fliew  that  even  this  has  not  been  o- 
mitted  by  the  prophets, — Cap  1 2. 

If  he  mould  fay,  and  enquire  as  one,  whom  we  cate- 
chife,  by  what  manifeft  iign,  fliall  I,  as  yet  a  child,  and 
unable  to  diftinguifli  clear  truth  from  fo  many  errors  ; 
by  what  manifeft  iign  fliall  I  hold  the  Church  of  Chrift  ? 
The  prophet  teaches  him  that,  that  is  the  Church  of  Chrift 
predicled,  which  Jhows  if  elf  above  all  others  and  appears  .... 
as  it  is  the  city  built  on  the  mountain,  what  mountain 
vif  ngt  that,  which  according  to  the  prophecy  of  Daniel 
ii,  35,  from  a  little  ftone  increafed,  and  is  become  a  great 
mountain  fo  that  it  fills  the  whole  earth,  Cap.  13,  and, 
in  his  book  on  the  belief  of  things  which  are  not  feen, 
Auftin  fays  :  "  they  are  greatly  deceived  who  think  that 
we  believe  in  Chrift  without  aflurances  :  for  what  afturan- 
ces  can  be  more  evident  than  thefe,  which  we  fee  fore- 
told andfulfilled,  you,  then,  who  think  there  are  not  af- 
furances  why  you  ought  to  believe  of  Chrift  things  which 
you  have  not  feen,  attend  to  what  you  fee.  Behold  in  Chrift^ 
that  is,  in  the  feed  of  Abraham,  all  nations  are  bleffed,  you 
fee  it  and  are  amazed,"  cap.  3.  n.  5.  He  adds,  cap.  4. 
n.  7,  attend  to  me,  the  church  fays  to  you  (the  Heath- 
ens,) attend  to  me,  whom  you  fee,  though  you  be  unwil- 
ling 


ling  to  fee  :  the  faithful  who  were  in  the  land  of  Judeat, 
then  prefent,  learned  the  fafts  which  then  happened,  the 
wonderful  Nativity,  the  jpaffiop,  the  Refurrection,  the, 
Afcenfion  of  Chrift,  all  his  divine  words  and  anions. 
Thefe  things  you  have  not  feeq.  and  therefore  you  refufe 
to  believe.    Jkit  look  on  this  ;  reflect  on  what  you  fee, 
not  on  what  you  are  told  is  pall,  or  on  what  yoii  are 
forewarned  is  to  come,  but  op  what  is  now  (hewn  pre- 
fent. ...    Yqu  have  not  (een  what  is  predicted,  (Ifaiah 
vii.  14)  c  Behold  a  Virgin  will  conceive  and  bring  forth  a 
$on  '/  but  you  fee  what  was   predicted   to  Abraham, 
(Gen.  xxii.  18)  the  word  of  Qod,  and  fulfilled  "  in  thy 
feed  all  nations  fhallbe  bleffed  ;  you  have  not  feen  what  was 
predicted  of  the  wonderful  works  of  Chrift, — Ps.  xlv,  9, 
c<  Come  and  fee  the  works  of  the  Lord,  the  prodigies  which 
he  has  placed  on  the  earthy  but  you  fee  what  was  predicted, 
(Ps.  ii,  7-8)  "  The  Lord  f aid  to  me\  thou  art  my  Sqk  .....  e 
&/k  thou  ofme2  and  I  will  give  thee  nations  an  inheritance,  and 
a [he  bounds  of  the  earth  a  pajfejfion"    AUthe  mylteries  of  rq. 
ligion,  as  well  the  paft,  that  is,  the  Birth,  the  Death, 
the  Refurrection  and  Afcenfion  of  Chrift,  as  the  future, 
that  is,  the  laft  Judgment,  the  Refurrection  of  the  Dead, 
the  Pains  of  the  Damned,  and  the  Glory  of  the  Juft, 
St.  Auftin  demonftrates  to  the  Heathens  on  this  one  prin- 
ciple, that  thefe  myfteries  are  predicted  in  the  fame  fcrip- 
tures,  in"  which  the  church  is  predicted,  catholic,  via- 
ble, and  perpetually  exifting,  a,nd  as  thefe  predictions  of 
the  church,  are  undeniably  verified,  he  concludes  that 
the  other  myf.eries  are   equally  true.    Thus  he  pro. 
ceeds   in  his  demonftration,   Ch.  5,  n.  3  :  V  As  the 
intentions   of  ^friends  which  cannot  be   feen  are  be- 
lieved on  the  figns  which  indicate  them,  fp  the  church, 
which  is  now  feen,  of  all  thofe  things,  which  are  not 
feen,   but  are  fhewn  predicted  in  the  fame  writings 
in  which  the  church  is  itfelf  predicted,  is  the  index 
of  the  paft,  and  fore  teller  of  the  future."    St.  Auftin's 
argument  is  now,  as  it  was  then,  of  irrefiftible  force.  If 
%  e  believe  this  Edinburgh  Caftigator,  he,  and  all  the  Fa- 
thers 
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thers  were  utter  Grangers  to  thefe  pretentions  of  the 
church.  How  miferably  his  fpirit  of  divination  deceives 
this  caftigating  paftor !  St.  Auftin  was  no  ftranger  to  the 
pretenfions  even  of  his  new- model  led  church  :  there  were 
many  of  them  in  his  days,  and  he  knew  how  to  diftinguifh 
them  from  the  Church  of  Chnft,on  the  {lability  and  uni- 
verfality  of  which  he  founded  his  demonftration  of 
chriftianity  againft  the  heathens.  His  difcourfe  on  pallors 
is  now  before  the  writer,  from  it  he  makes  a  few  extracts 
for  the  fatisfacHon  of  this  caftigating  paftor — the  venera- 
ble prelate  cites  thefe  words  from  Ezekiel  xxxiv:  "  My 
fheep  ftray  on  every  mountain,  and  on  every  elevated 
hill,  and  on  the  face  of  the  whole  earth  my  deep  are 
fcattered."  From  thefe  he  concludes:  "  the  fheep  are 
ftraying  on  the  whole  face  of  the  earth,  not  that  all 
fe&aries r  are  on  the  whole  face  of  the  earth,  but  yet  there 
are  fe&arics  on  the  whole  face  of  the  earth  :  Jome  htre^jome 
there,  from  no  place  are  they  excluded,  they  do  not 
know  each  the  other.  There  is  one  feci:  in  Africa,  ano- 
ther in  the  Eaft,  one  in  Egypt,  another  in  Mefpotamia, 
for  inftance — in  different  places,  they  are  different,  but 
it  is  the  fame  mother  Pride,  which  brought  forth  them 
all,  as  it  is  our  one  Catholic  mother,  which  gives  birth 
to  all  Chriftians  difperfed  in  the  whole  world  :  it  is 
not  furprifing  that  pride  mould  give  birth  to  difTention, 
and  charity  to  union,  yet  the  Catholic  mother,  and 
the  great  paftor,  by  her  miniftry,  every  where  feeks  the 
wandering  (heep  ;  ftrengthens  the  weak  ;  cures  the  lan- 
guid  ;  binds  up  the  broken,  fome  from  thefe,  Com?  from 
thofe,  who  do  not  know  each  the  other,  but  the  catho- 
lic mother  knows  them  all,  becaufe  fhe  is  difFufed  with 
them  all.  Thus,  for  inftance  :  the  feci;  of  Donatus  is  in 
Africa,  theEunomians  are  not  in  Africa,  but  the  catholic 
mother  is  here  -r  the  Eunomians  are  in  the  Eaft*  the  feci 
of  Donatus  is  not  there,  but  the  catholic  church  is  there 
with  the  Eunomians,  the  catholic  church,  is  like  the  vine 
encreafing,  in  all  places  diffufed,  they,  are  like  the  ufelefs 
branches  lopped  off  by  the  cultivator's  pruning  knife, 
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on  account  of  their  barrennefs,  that  the  vine  may  be  clear- 
ed,  not  that  it  might  be  cut  down*  Where  thefe  branches 
are  lopped  there  they  remain,  but  the  vine  knows  its 
own  branches,  which  remain  in  it,  and  the  branches 
lopped  off,  which  remain  by  it,  from  thence  fhe  recals 
the  wandering  ;  becaufe,  of  thefe  broken  branches,  fays 
the  apoftle,  God  is  able  to  engraft  them  again  ;  whetherv 
you  fay  fheep  ftraying  from  the  flock,  or  branches  lop- 
ped from  the  vine  :  for  God  is  not  lefs  capabte  of  re- 
calling the  ftraying  fheep,  than  of  engrafting  again  the 
lopped  branches,  becaufe  he  is  the  chief  fhepherd  and  the 
fovereign  cultivator." 

After  fome  fevere  ftri&ures  on  thefe  paftors,  through, 
whofe  neglect  the  fheep  ftray  from  the  fold,  and  on 
thefe,  who  neglect  to  recall  the  dray  fheep,  Auftin  fays  : 
">if  a  bifhop,  conftituted  in  the  Catholic  church,  does 
not  give  a  good  account  of  the  fheep,  when  he  does 
not  recall  one,  that  ftray s  from  the  flock  of.  God,  what 
account  will  the  Acatholic  give,  who  not  only  does 
not  recall  from  error,  but  forces  the  fheep  into  it  I" 

As  the  Donatifts,  againft  whom  St.  Auftin  reafoned 
more  particularly,  pretended  that  the  facraments  were 
not  validly  adminiftered  but  by  paftors  exempt  from  fin, 
he  proves  both  from  the  old  and  new  teftament  that  it  is 
Chrift  himfelf,  who  feeds  his  flock  by  the  miniftry  of 
their  paftors,  of  courfe  that  the  validity  of  the  facra- 
jr.ents  is  totally  independent  on  the  good  or  bad  quali- 
ties, the  virtues  or  the  vices  of  the  minifters.  The  Lord 
fays  by  the  prophet  Ezekiel,  xxxiv,  10  :  "  Behold  I  to 
the  paftors.  and  I  will feek  my  fheep  from  their  hands.,  and  I 
will  make  them  to  ceafe  from  feeding  the  fheep"  Auftin 
remarks,  that  when  God  faid  he  v/ould  difmifs  the  paf- 
tors of  the  Jewifh  church  from  the  care  of  his  flock,  re- 
proaching them  with  their  neglect,  he  did  not  fay  :  "  I 
will  confiitute  other  good  fhepherds,  who  will  attend  to 
thefe  duties,  which  you  have  omitted  ;  but  he  fays  :  I 
myfclf  will  feed  my  fheep  :  1  will  commit  them  to  no 
other  :  you  my  brethren,  you  the  fheep  are  fafe,  we 
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(the  fhepherds)  may  have  fome  reafon  to  fear."  From 
the  old teftament  Auftin  defcends  to  the  new:  he  cites 
thefe  words  from  John  x.  27.    "  The  £heep>  which  are 
mine,  hear  my  voice,  and  follow  mc."    Here,  continues 
Auftin,  I  find  all  good  pallors  in  one  pallor,  not  that  good 
paftors  are  wanted,  but  they  are  in  one,   they  who 
are  divided  are  many,  but  here  one  is  announced  be- 
caufe unity  is  recommended.    The  paftors  are  not  un- 
noticed, and  one  paftor  only  mentioned,  becaufe  the 
Lord  does  not  find  a  perfon,  to  whom  he  would  entruft 
his  fheep,  and  then  entrufted  them,  becaufe  he  found 
Peter,  in  Peter  himfeif  he  recommends  unity  :  there 
were  many  apoflles,  to  one  only  is  faid  :  feed  my  fheep. 
Far  be  it  from  us  to  think  that  there  are  no  good  paftors 
now  ;  far  be  it  from  us ;  far  be  it  from  the  mercy  of  him 
who  begets  and  conftitutes  them.    If  there  be  good 
fheep  there  are  alfo  good  fhepherds,  for  of  the  good 
flieep,  the  good  fhepherds  are  made  ;  but  all  good  fhep- 
herds are  in  one,  are  one  unum  funt,  they  feed,  Chrift 
feeds,  the  friends  of  the  bridegroom,  do  not  fpeak  their 
own  word  :  they  rejoice  becaufe  of  the  voice  of  the 
bridegroom.    He  himfeif  then  feeds  when  they  feed. 
He  fays :  /  feed,  becaufe  in  them  is  his  word,  in  them  is 
his  charity,  and  Peter  himfeif,  to  whom  he  entrufted  his 
fheep,  as  one  to  another  "  quqfi  alter  alteri"  he  willed  to 
make  one  with  himfeif,  that  he  might  thus  entruft  his 
fheep  to  him  ;  that  he  might  be  the  heads  that  he  might 
bear  the  figure  of  the  church,   and  that,  as  the  bride- 
groom and  the  fpoufe,  they  might  be  two  in  one  flefh 

 Let  them  (the  Donatiitsj  fpeak  their  own 

word  ;  let  us  fee  if  it  be  the  word  of  Chrift  ;  if  it  be  the 
voice  of  the  fhepherd,  whom  the  fheep  follow  ;  whether 
the  word  be  fpoken  by  a  good  man,  or  a  bad  man,  is  it 
the  word  of  Chrift  ?  The  ftray  flieep  feeks  the  fold.  You 
fay  the  church  is  of  the  party  of  Donatus,  I  want  the 
word  of  the  fhepherd.  Read  me  this  from  the  prophet, 
from  the  pfalm,  from  the  law,  from  the  gofpel,  from  the 
apoftle  :  from  all  thefe  I  read  the  church  diffufed  all  over 
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the  world,  and  the  Lord  faying,  the  fheep,  which  are  mine, 
hear  my  voice,  and  follow  mi*  What  is  the  voice  of  the 
(hepherd  ?  "  There  will  be  preached  in~  his  name  repentance 
and  remijjion  of  fins  through  all  nations,  beginning  from  Jerufa* 
itm,  Luke  xxtv.  This  is  the  voice  of  the  ihephe'rd  ;  at- 
tend  to  it,  and  follow  it,  if  you  be  a  meep." 

The  Donatifts  affected  to  juftify  their  fchifm  on  the 
pretence,  that  the  ordination  of  Cecilian,  biftiop  of  Car- 
thage, was  null^  becaufe  he  had  been  ordained  by  Felix, 
bihhop  of  Aptung,  who  had,  as  they  pretended,  given  up 
the  fcriptures  in  the  perfecution  ;  and  as  the  Roman 
pontiff  Mekhiades,  or,  as  he  is  fometimes  called,  Milti- 
ades,  had,  in  a  council  at  Rome,  declared  the  ordination 
of  Cecilian  valid,  without  inquiring  whether  Felix  had, 
or  had  not  given  up  the  fcriptures,  a  qoiefticm  cjf  facl, 
difficult,  if  not  impoilible  to  determine  %  the  Donatiits 
feparated  themfelves  from  the  communion  of  the  pope, 
and  of  the  catholic  church,  which  he  then  governed  ;  to 
fhew  the  folly  of  this  pretence,  St.  Auftin  continues  : 
4 4  But  thefe  men  gave  up  the  books  $  and  thofe  again 
offered  incenfe  to  idols  5  this  man,  and  that  man  ;  what 
do  you  tell  me  of  this  man  and  that  man  ?  If  they  done 
fo,  they  are  not  pafiors  5  but  let  me  hear  the  voice  of  the 
fhepherd,  you  do  not  fpeak  the  word  of  the  Ihepherd  of 
thefe  men  :  you  neither  produce  the  gofpel,  nor  the 
prophet,  nor  the  apoftle,  who  fpeaks  of  this>  or  that 
man,  thefe  I  believe  of  him;  others  I  do  not  believe. 
You  produce  acls,  (the  depositions  of  witnelfes-  againfi 
Cecilian)  fo  do  I,  (depofitions  in  his  favour)  let  us  be* 
lieve  yours,  do  you  believe  mine  ;  I  do  not  belive  your's  y 
do  not  you  believe  mine  ;  let  thefe  papers  be  remov- 
ed ;  let  us  hear  the  Divine  words,  produce  me  one 
word  of  fcripture  for  the  party  of  Donatus  ;  hear  innu- 
merable for  the  whoJe  world.  Who  can  ennumerate 
them  ?  However,  let  us  enumerate  a  few  :  the  firft  co-* 
venant  of  God  :  "  in  thy  feed  Jhall  all  nations  be  blejfed 
— (Gen*  xxii,  18);  in  the  Pfalm  (ii.  8)  ajk  thou  of  me 
and  I  will  give  thee  nations  thy  inheritance,  and  thy  poffeffmn 
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the  boundarks  of  the  earth  ;  all  the  extremities  of  the  earth 
will  remember  and  will  be  converted  to  the  Lord  (Ps.  xxi, 
28  ;)  and  all  the  'kindreds  of  nations  will  adore  in  his  pre* 
fence  ;  for  the  kingdom  is  the  Lord's^  and  he  will  reign  over 
nations — (ibid  /)  fing  to  the  Lord  a  new  fong,  let  the  whole 
earth  fing  to  the  Lord—*(Ps.  xcv,  1  ;)  and  all  kings  fhall 
adore  him  ;  all  nations  fhall  fervs  him — (F$.  Ixxi,  1 1.)  Who 
is  able  to  enumerate  them  all  ?  Almoft  every  page  founds 
nothing  elfe  but  Chrift  and  his  church  difFufed  in  the 
whole  world.  Let  me  now  have  one  word  produced 
for  the  party  of  Donatus.  js  it  a  great  thing,  which  I 
alk  ?  They  fay  the  church  difFufed  in  the  world  is  to 
perim.  Is  it  to  perim  by  fo  many  teflimonies  predicted 
to  continue  ?  That  word  is  not  from  the  law,  nor  from 
the  prophets,  nor  from  the  canticles  of  the  fhepherd  ; 
hearrhe  voice  of  the  word  (Jefus  Chrift)  from  the  mouth 
of  the  word  (of  Jefus  Chrift,)  admiring  the  faith  of  the 
Centurion,  he  /aid  :  "  I  fay  unto  you  I  have  not  found  fo 
great  faith  in  Ifrael ;  wherefore  I  fay  unto  you  that  many  will 
come  from  the  Eafi,  and  from  the  Weft,  and fit  down  with 
Abraham,  Jfiacand  Jacob  in  the  kingdom  of  Heaven" — (Luke 
xiii,  29.)  From  the  Eaft  many,  and  from  the  Weft 
many  :  behold  tht  church  of  Chrift  !  Behold  the  flock  of 
Chrift  !  See  if  you  be  a  (heep,  the  flock,  which  is  every 
where,  cannot  be  concealed  from  you  ;  you  will  have  no 
reply  to  make  to  your  Judge,  whom  you  do  not  delire  to 
be  your  Shepherd,  you  will,  I  fay,  have  nothing  to  re* 
ply,  I  did  not  know,  I  did  not  fee,  I  did  not  hear* 
Why  is  it  that  you  did  not  know  ?  There  is  no  one,  who 
conceals  himfelf  f  rom  his  heat.  Why  isit  that  you  didnot 
fee  ?  All  the  boundaries  of  the  earth  have  feen  the  falva- 
tion  of  our  God.  Why  is  it  that  you  did  not  hear  t 
Their  found  is  gone  out  into  the  whole  earth  ;  and  their 

words  to  the  extremities  of  the  earth"  

What  does  our  Edinburgh  cafdgator  think  of  thisrea- 
foning  ?  Is  it  conciuiive  ?  Or  is  it  not  ?  If  it  be,  whai  a 
melancholy  profpect  before  Mm  !  If  it  be  not5  their  i3 
no  truth  in  man  :  for  never  was -reafoning  of  more  ir- 
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refiftible force,  more  impreflive  evidence,  or  more  uni- 
verfaily  applicable.  The  caftigator  fays  this  pope  was  a 
wicked  man  ;  that  other  pope  curfed  the  doctrine  of 
the  fcriptures  ;  the  popifli  clergy  are  corrupt ;  papifts 
difregard  oaths.  &c.  To  all  thefe  accufations  Auiiin 
replies  :  is  that  the  voice  of  the  fhepherd,  whom  the 
Iheep  follow?  In  what  book  of  thefcripcures  doyou  read  it  ? 
This  is  the  voice  of  the  fhepherd  :  *A  obey  your  guides  and 
be  fubjeft  to  them,  for  they  watch  over  your  fouls  as  being  to 
give  an  account" — Heb.  xiii,  17.  Thefe  virulent  invec- 
tives with  which  the  caftigator  feeds  his  flock,  are  not 
found  in  the  fcriptures  ;  they  are  his  own  words,  not 
the  voice  of  the  fhepherd,  who  fays  :  "  the  Jheep,  which 
are  mine,  hear  my  voice,  and  follow  me"-^-]^hx\  x. — See 
St.  Auftin's  reply  to  the  accufations  againft  the  popes 
Marcellinus,  Marcellus,S ylvefter,  Melchiades,  &c.— Re* 
view,  p  74. 

In  paffages  which  he  cites  from  Athanafius,  Auftin* 
and  Jerom,  or  rather  which  he  tranferibes  from  his  re- 
pertory,   the  caftigator's  fpirit  of  divination  difcovers 
that  thefe  Fathers  knew  nothing  of  the  infallibility  of 
the  church.    Athanafius  fays,  what  no  Catholic  ever  de- 
nied or  doubted,  w  that  we  ought  to  pray  for  the  fpirit 
of  difcretioni  that  every  one  may  know  what  to  receive 
and  what  to  reject.  :  a  faithful  difciple  of  the  gofpel  is 
able  to  diilinguifh  between  truth  and  pretence,  becaufe 
he  has  the  fpirit  of  difcerning,  but  the  fim pie  is  carried 
away  by  every  colour  "   What  then  ?  Is  it  not  the  fpirit 
of  difcretion,  which  enables  the  illiterate  mechanic  to 
diftinguifli  between  the  true  paftor  of  the  church,  from 
whom  he  learns  the  truth,  and  who  feeds  him  with  the 
word  of  Chrift,  from  the  falfe  teacher,  from  whom  he 
hears  nothing  but  pretence,  and  who  feeds  him  with  his 
own  words,  as  this  caftigator  and  his  aflbciates  feed  their 
difcipies  with  the  tales  of  wicked  popes,  and  wicked  bi- 
fhops,  &c    of  which  there  is  not  a  word  in  the  fcrip- 
tures.   Is  it  not  to  prevent  the  ftmple  from  being  carried 
away  by  every  colour,  or,  as  St.  Paul  expreffes  it,  by 
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every  wind  of  do&rine,  that  Chrift  gives  paftors  and 
teachers  to  his  church  ?  Eph.  iv.  Athanafius  believed 
the  church  infallible  in  her  docVinai  decifions,  as  did 
Auflin  and  Jerom,  as  all  Catholics  do,  and  always  did  ; 
in  his  letter  to  Epictetus,  cited  by  Epiphanius,  Her. 
77,  he  expreffed  his  furprife  that  they  would  move  any 
<jueftion  on  matters  decided  in  the  Council  of  Nice* 
the  decrees  of  which  could  not  be  changed  without 
error  \  and  in  his  treatife  on  Synods*  having  (hewn  that 
the  Synods  of  Selucia  and  Rimini  had  been  ajfembled  by 
the  intrigues  of  the  Arians,  under  pretence  of  eftabliftiing 
the  faith  of  Jefus  Chrift,  but  in  reality  in  order  to  fubT 
vert  the  definition  of  the  Council  of  Nice,  after  which 
there  is  nothing  more  to  be  examined.  He  therefore 
thought  the  decifion  of  Nice  final,  of  infallible  authority, 
plherwife  it  would  have  been  fubject  to  examination  \ 
(\i\d  Auftin  fays,  Ep  162,  that  the  laft  judgment  of  the 
church  is  a  general  council.  The  caftigator  finds  in  his 
repertory  a  garbled  paffi^e  from  Auftin's  works,  which 
in  the  fenfe  intended  by  that  prelate  is.ftricily  trud  but 
no  more  to  the  caftigator's  purpofe  than  the  former, 
*'  the  church/'  fays  Auftin,  **  ought  not  to  fct  herfelf 
above  Chrift,  ["who  ever  doubted  it  ?;]  for  he  always 
judges  according  to  truth  ;  but  ecclefiaftical  Judges,  be- 
ing men,  are  frequently  miftaken."  The  caftigator's 
familiar  fpirit  forgot  to  inform  him,  that  St.  Auftin  did 
not  fpeak  of  doctrinal  decifions,  but  of  perfonal  crimes, 
which  are  proved  by  the  depofition  of  witneffes,  the 
truth  orfahhood  of  which  is  n  >t,  nor  cannot  be  known 
to  the  ecclefiaftical  Judge  ;  "from  this,  cenfure,"  con- 
tinues the  caftigator,  p.  1 89,  "  Auftin  does  not  even 
exclude  general  councils,"  nor  does  this  writer  :  for  in 
perfonal  crimes,  fuch  as  the  facl  then  in  difpute,  whether 
Felix  of  Aptung,  or  Cecilian  of  Carthage,  or  even  the 
gope  Melchiades  had  given  up  the  fcriptures  or  not,  t he- 
church  claims  no  infallibility  of  decifion,  for  the  reafon. 
already  afiigned,  fuch  facts  are  no  parts  of  the  depofite 
of  faith  ;  no  part  of]  that  doctrine,  with  which  Chrift 

feeds, 


3oc 

feeds  his  fiieepby  the  miniftry  of  his  church  :  no  Catho- 
lic is  obliged  to  know  that  ever  fuch  men  exifted  ;  but 
when  St.  Auftin  fpeaks  of  doclrinal  decilions,  he  fiys  the 
judgment  of  a  general  council  is  the  laft,  it  is  fubjecr.  to 
no  change.    Thus,  in  his  3d.  B.  againft  Maximinus,  cap. 
14,  he  fays  :  "  this  is  that 6  homoou/tonf  (  'confubjiantialitf ) 
,  which,  in  the  council  of  Nice>  againft  the  Arian  heretics, 
was,  by  the  catholic  fathers,  confirmed  by  the  truth  of  au- 
thorityand  the  authority  of  truth?*    So  univerfally  was  it 
believed  that  the  decifion  of  a  general  council,  on  any 
doctrinal  queftion,  was  final  and  of  infallible  authority, 
that  it  was  inferted  amongft  the  laws  of  the  empire  by 
the  emperor  Martianus.         Nemo.  C.  de  furnmatrimtaie 
&  fide  catholica*    The  caftigator  inadvertently  informs 
his  difciples  that  in  the  primitive  chriftian  church  there 
were  ecclefiaftical  Judges  ;  thefe  ecclefiaftics  were  veiled 
v/ith  fome  fpiritual  authority,  they  exercifed  fome  fpiri- 
tual  jurifdiction  :   for  a  Judge  without  authority  or 
jurifdie"Hon  is  an  exotick  \  it  may  perhaps  be  found 
>ri  the  regions  of  new  modelled  fancy.    Is  it  a  chriftian 
church  in  which  there  is  no  ecclefiaflical  Judge  ?  no  fpi- 
ritual authority  or  jurifdiction  I  The  caftigator,  who  is 
*iever  weary  of  tranferibing,  adds  another  pafTage  from  St. 
Auftin,  in  which  that  Father  fays,  "  that  he  learned  to 
pay  that  deference  to  the  canonical  fcriptures  of  believing 
their  authors  to  have  erred  in  nothing  ;  but  others, 
though  ever  fo  learned  or  holy,  he  read  fo  as  not  to  take 
any  thing  to  be  true,  becaufe  they  were  of  that  opinion, 
butbecaufe  they  proved  it  by  reafon  or  fcripture."  What 
is  this  to  the  purpofe  ?  Who  ever  thought  any  writer, 
not  divinely  infpired,  infallible  ?  Though  we,  catholics, 
pay  the  greateft  deference  to  Auftin*s  authority,  we  do 
not   believe  himfelf  infallible  ;  fome  of  his  opinions 
werejec~t.    In  matters  of  opinion,  of  which  St.  Auftin 
fpoke,  a  wife  man  will  adopt  that  which  feems  to  him 
mod  confonantto  fcripture  and  to  reafon  ;  doctrines  of 
faith,  which  this  caftigator  ignorantly  confounds  wit/i 
opinion,  the  cathoHc  believes  on  the  authority  of  revela. 
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tion,  and  that  fuch  doctrines  have  been  revealed*  he 
knows  by  the  teftimony  of  the  paftors  of  Chrift's  church, 
by  whole  miniftry  that  great  fliepherd  feeds  his  flock  ; 
the  (beep  which  are  his,  hear  his  voice,  not  the  idle  tales 
of  ranting  enthuiiafts,  of  preaching  cobblers  and  tailors, 
&c.  St.  Auftin,  never  thought  of  confounding  the  doc- 
trines of  the  church  with  the  opinions  of  individuals,  the 
latter  he  fays  he  believed,  if  proved  eby  (cripture  or 
reafon  ;  of  the  former  he  fays :  "  flnce,  therefore,  we  fee 
fo  great  protection  from  God,  fuch  progrefs,  fuch  fruit, 
fhali  we  hefitate  to  repofe  ourfelves  in  the  bofom  of  his 
church,  which,  even  to  the  confeffion  of  mankind,  has 
obtained  the  fummit  of  authority  by  the  fucceffion  of 
biftiops  from  the  apoftolical  fee  ?  Sectaries  condemned, 
partly  by  the  judgment  of  the  people  themfelves,  partly 
by  the  weight  of  councils,  partly  by  the  majefty  of  mi- 
racles, in  vain  bark  around  ;  to  refufe  a  pre-eminence  to 
rhis church,  6  cui  nolle  prima 's  dare?  is  of  the  moftcon- 
fummatc  impiety,  or  precipitous  arrogance  *•  for  if  there 
be  no  certain  path  for  fouls  to  wlfdom  and  falvation, 
but  when  faith  forms  them  rather  than  reafon,  what 
is  it  to  be  ungrateful  to  the  divine  affiftance  and  pro- 
tection, if  not  to  refift  with  obftinancy  the  authority 
predicted  ?  And  if  every  art,  however  mean  or  eafy, 
requires  a  teacher  or  a  mafter  to  be  underftood,  what 
more  full  of  pride  than  to  be  unwilling  to  underftand 
the  books  of  the  divine  myfteries  from  their  interpre- 
ters, or  to  condemn  them  not  underftood  ?"  Lib.  de  uti 
ere.  cap.  17,  n.  35.  Is  it  this  Father  who  fends  the  in- 
experienced  youth  to  fifh  for  tenets  of  religion  in  the 
fcriptures  ?  Even  the  cobbler  muft  have  a  teacher  or  a 
matter  to  underftand  his  art,  however  ftmple  it  may  ap- 
pear, to  fend  him  to  found  the  depths  of  fcripture,  in 
which  Auftin  and  jerom  too  found  great  if  not  infupera- 
rable  difficulties  !  The  thought  is  extravagant,  it  fur- 
pafTes  abfurdity  ;  there  is  fomething  of  madnefs  in  it. 

To  ftiew  the  profound  refpect  which  Auftin  had  for 
the  authority  of  the  church  the  writer  repeats  a  paffage, 
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which  he  has  already  cited  :  "  the  truth  of  the  fcriptuvcii 
is  pbferved  by  us  when  we  do  that  which  has  pleafed  the 
whole  church,  which  church  the  authority  of  the  fcrip- 
tures  themfelves  commends  ;  and  fince  the  holy  fcrip- 
ture  cannot  deceive,  let  whofoever  fears  to  be  deceived, 
by  the  obfcurity  of  this  queftion,  confult  the  fame  church 
on  it,  which  the  holy  fcripture  {hews  without  any  am- 
biguity. "—Lib.  Con,  Crefe.  c.  33,  n.  39.  Aufiin  was, 
therefore,  pf  opinion,  that  cbfcure  and  difficult  queftions 
were  to  be  decided  by  the  authority  of  the  church  with- 
out fear  of  deception.  Is  that  authority  fallible  which 
decides  obfcure  queftions  without  fear  of  deception  ? 
Was  Auftin  an  utter  ftranger  to  the  infallible  autho- 
rity of  the  church?  Thus  an  infatuated  populace  are 
duped  by  irnpofture  :  with  unblufhing  confidence  they 
are  told  that  the  Fathers  are  uUer  ftrangers  to  the  doc- 
trines, which  are  found  in  ahnoft  every  page  of  their 
works.  Have  not  all  general  councils  retrenched  from 
the  communion  of  the  church  the  refractory,  who  re- 
fufed  to  acquiefce  in  their  decifions  ?  Why  fo  ?  Becaufe 
it  was  the  fettled,  the  eftablifhed,  the  univerfally  believ- 
ed doctrine  of  the  Catholic  church,  that  the  deciiion  of 
a  general  council,  at  which  Chrift:  aftifts  according  to  his 
promife,  where  two  or  three  are  ajfembkd  in  my  name,  is  on 
every  queftion  of  faith  infallibly  certain  :  for  if  ever  men 
are  affembled  in  the  name,  that  is,  by  the  authority  of 
Jefus  Chrift,  it  is  when  the  pallors  of  his  church  are  af- 
fembled to  decide  on  queftions  of  faith ;  to  refift  the 
impetuous  fury  of  ravening  wolves,  and  chafe  the  wily 
foxes  from  the  fold  \  and  if  ever  Chrift:  feeds  his  flock 
by  the  miniftry  of  the  paftorsa  which  he  gives  to  his 
church,  it  is  when  all  thefe  paftors  unite,  ard  with  one 
voice  declare  that,  fuch  is  the  doctrine  revealed  by 
Chrift:  to  their  predecefTors,  the  doctrine  tranfmitted  to 
them  in  regular  fuccefiion,  the  doctrine  they  found 
eftabliihed  on  their  acceftion  to  the  epifcopal  chair  :  this 
therefore  is  the  voice  of  the  great  fhepherd  ;  they  who 
are  of  his  flock  hear  it  and  follow  him.    The  caftigator 
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does  not   hear  it.    Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  he  Is  not  of  the 
flock  *.  44  ysu  do  not  hear  me, /aid  the  Saviour  to  the  Jews, 
becaufe  you  are  not  of  my  Jheep" — John  x,  26.    The  caftt- 
gator -  a  fort  without  a  father,  a  fucceffor  without  a 
predeceffor— teaches  a  doctrine,  not  that  which  he  found 
on  his  accefllon  to  a  vacant  chair,  for  there  was  no  chair 
vacant  for  him,  but  that,  which  he  invented  or  borrow- 
ed   from  fome  other,  a  Luther,  or  a  Calvin,  a  Brown, 
or  a  Whifton,  God  knows  from  whom.    Is  it  the  voice 
of  the  great  fhepherd  ?  He  tells  his  difciples  that  the 
pope  is  anti-chrift,  that  popifli  bihhops  are  impoftors,  that 
papifls  are  corrupt  and  bad  men,  that  the  church  is  in- 
vifible,  that  it  is  fubject  to  error,  that  it  has  fallen  into 
ruins,  &c.    In  what  book  of  the  fcriptures  does  he  read 
all  this  ?  In  what  fcriptures  is  there  one  word  of  it  to  be 
found  ?  Is  this  the  voice  of  the  great  ihepherd  ?  Is  it 
not  manifeftly  the  whining  of  the   wolf  in  Cheep's, 
clothing,  inveigeing  the  Iheep  from  the  cares  of  the 
mepherd  ?  For  fuppofing  all  thefe  tales  of  popes  and 
friars  as  true  as  many  of  them  are    notoriouily  falfe, 
they  are  not  the  word  of  God  ;  it  is  not  the  voice  of  the 
great  fhepherd  ;  it  is  not  with  fuch  tales  that  Chrift 
feeds  his  flock.    This  is  the  voice  of  the  Ihepherd  ; 
this  is  the  word  from  his  mouth  :  4 4  if  h;  dots  not  hear  the 
church  let  him  be  to  thee  as  a  heathen'9 — Matt,  xviii,  17. 
If  ever  the  church  fpeaks  diftinctly,  fo   that  her  voice 
cannot  be  miftaken  or  mifunderftood,  it  is  by  the  unani- 
mous and  united  voice  of  her  pallors  in  council  affen>. 
bled.    This  alfo  is  the  voice  of  the  fhepherd  :  44  obey 
your  guides  and  befubjeel  to  them  i  for  they  watch  Over  your 
fouls  >  as  being  to  give  an  account" — Heb,  xiii,  17.  This  alfo 
is  the  word  of  God  :  44  the  lips  of  the  priefi  fhallkeep  know- 
ledge,  and  they fhall  fak  the  law  from  his  mouth  "-^Mtizzhu 
ii,  7-8.    The  caftigator  corrects  this  verfion  :  44  the  lips 
of  the  prieji"  he  fays, 44  fhould  keep  knowledge*  and  they  fhould 
feck  the  law  at  his  mouth"    Fie  is  doubly  unfortunate  : 
the  correction  encreafes  the  force  of  the  paflage  :  for 
.fhould  or  ought  implies  a  greater  obligation  than  fhall 

or 


3°4 

or  uoill^  and  attempting  to  difplay  his  erudition,  he  expo, 
fes  Fais  ignorance  :  the  terms  jiflmerdu  and  jibahhou  in 
the  original  are  translated  by  Jeroni  "  iuftodknt"  and  44  re* 
qinrent"  "  mephihou"  is  not  at  his  mouth ,  but  from  his 
mw  h.  The  prophet  affigns  the  reafon  why  the  priefi 
ought  to  poffefs  knowledge,  and  why  the  people  ought 
to  learn  the  law  from  him  :  " becaufe  he  is  the  meffenger  of 
the  Lord  "  but,"  fays  the  caftigator,  "  the  Jewifh 
priefts  were  wicked  men.  Some  were,  it  is  true,  not  all : 
jeremias  and  Rzekiel  were  priefts,  they  were  not  bad 
men  ;  but  whether  wicked  or  not,  it  is  not  the  lefs  true 
that  it  Is  the  official  duty  of  the  prieft  to  teach  the  people 
the  law,  and  their  indifper.fible  duty  to  learn  the  law 
from  him  :  becaufe,  fays  the  prophet,  fc<  he  is. the  mejfenger 
of  the  Lord"  becaufe  it  is  by  him  that  God  fpeaks  to 
his  people,  not  by  every  enthufiaft,  who  is  his  own  mef- 
fenger,  who  runs  without  being  fent,  who  fpeaks  the 
ravings  of  his  own  difordered  brain  ;  as  this  caftigating 
pallor,  who  tells  his  difciplcs  that  all  papifts,  of  wliom 
he  does  not  perhaps,  know  an  individual,  are  bad  men  ; 
let  us  now  fuppofe  thefe  papifts,  whom  he  fo  pioufly  hates 
and  fo  re!igiouily  calumniates,  as  wicked  as  he  finds  it 
convenient  to  reprefent  them  ;  who  will  enfure  me  that 
v  he  himfelf  is  not  as  wicked  as  any  one  of  them  ?  He 
fays,  no  doubt,  that  he  is  a  Saint,  and  perhaps  believes 
it,  fo  did  the  Pharifee  in  the  gofpel  :  "  /  am  not  like  other 
men  he  afferts  his  honefty  and  veracity  ;  fo  do  thieves 
before  conviction,  and  fome  even  at  Tyburn,  but  let  him 
fay  or  believe  what  he  will,  this  is  irrefiiiibly  true>  that 
he  is  not  the  meffenger  of  the  Lord,  from  whom  the 
people  are  obliged  to  learn  the  law  \  that  he  is  not  one 
of  thefe  paftors,  by  whom  ChriO:  the  great  fhepherd  feeds 
his  fiock. 

When  BofTuet,  the  celebrated  bifhop  of  Meaux,  had 
collected  all  the  conf  cffions  of  faith  published  at  differ- 
ent times  by  the  two  grand  divifions  of  the  reformed 
churches,  the  firft,  in  time,  under  Luther  and  his  affoci- 
ate  Melancton?  though  the  precedence  had  been  difputed 
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By  ZuingH\as,  who,  with  Calvin,  prelided  over  the  fe- 
cond,  with  all  their  fab  divifions,  which' were  numer- 
ous in  their  own  time,  and  lince  that  time  ^re  become 
innumerable,  and  had  compared  thefe  confeftions  of  faith 
one  with  another,  aiid  had  alfo  compared  the  confeflion. 
of  faith  publiftied  on  one  year  with  the  confeffion  pub- 
lished by  the  fame  divifion  on  the  enfuirig  year  ;  and  had 
with  that  precilion  and  ftrength  of'rcafoning  peculiar  to 
himfelf,  pointed  out  all  the  contradictions,  inconfiftencies 
and  abfurdities,  of  thefe  new-fangled  conferTions  of  faith, 
the  paitors  of  the  reformed  churches  wereferioufly  alarm- 
ed ;  as  he  had  produced  none  but  the  moft  authentic 
documents,  their  fyriodical  decisions  fubfcribed  by  their 
minifters,  and  their  catechifms  approved  and  taught  irl 
their  churches,  all  evafions  and  fubterfuges  were  pre- 
cluded :  the  whole  of  the  Reformation  became  defencelefs. 
The  immediate  confequence  was,  that  meri  of  informati* 
on, unprejudiced  and dilinterefted,wereurideceive  i,  where- 
ever  the  workgotinto  circulationjaudthelangua^ein  which 
it  was  written  underftood.  Where  interest  and  prejudice 
unite  to  warp  the  understanding,  truth  finds  no  accefs;  the 
miracles  of  Christ  only  ferved  to  exafperate  the  Pharifees 
and  increafe  their  averfion  to  his  perfpn  ;  it  is  not  there- 
fore matter  of  furprife  that  the  ministers  of  the  reformed 
churches  were  inacceflible  to  the  truth,  though  enforced 
by  the  perfuafive  eloquence  and  irrefiftible  reafoning  of  a 
Bojfuet.  In  that  alarming  crifis  they  racked  imagination 
to  continue  the  deception,  which  had  formed  the  party, 
over  which  they  prefided,  with  a  more  abfolute  autho- 
rity, than  ever  was  exercifed  by  any  one  of  thefe  popes 
againlt  whom  they  railed  incefTantly,  They  collected 
from  incorrect  writers  incoherent  opinions,  fome  well 
and  fome  illfounded,  not  one  of  which  was  a  doctrine 
of  faith  ;  and  fome  opinions  from  moral  writers,  which 
had  been  cenfured  and  retracted,  or  the  authors  condemn- 
ed ;  thefe  they  artfully  confounded  with  doctrines  of 
faith,  to  Shew,  as  they  pretended,  that  the  Catholic 
church  itfelf  had  varied  in  its  faith  \  Jurieu  went  fome- 
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thing  further  :  he  pretended  that  the  primitive  Fathers, 
whofe  writings  have  efcaped  the  ravages  of  time,  had 
varied  in  thdr  doctrine  of  the  Triniry.  The  iilufion 
was  immediately  detected  by  BofTuet  himfelf,  the  doc- 
trine of  rhe  church  juftified  from  mif  fprefentatjon,  and 
fhewn  to  have  been  at  all  times  invariably  the  fame. 
.The  artifices  of  Jurieu,  Claude  and  fome  others,  produced 
that  inimitable  work,  The  perpetuity  of  lb*  Faith,  by  Ar- 
naud  and  Nicole,  which  was  refuted,  as  ufual,  by  the 
rnofl  fcurrilous  invectives  and  a  torrent  of  abufe.  From 
this  repertory  our  Edinburgh  caftigator  uanienbes.  and, 
what  they  artfully  contrived  to  continue  a  deception, 
which  had  placed  t!  em  at  the  head  of  a  party,  he  ob- 
trudes on  the  credulity  of  his  admirers,  as  the  fruits  of 
his  refearches  in  antiquity. 

To  enable  the  reader  to  form  a  correct  idea  of  an  opi- 
nion,, which  Chrhtians  are  free  to  adopt  or  reject,  and 
thereby  place  the  artifice  of  ■  thefe  innovators  in  a  proper 
light,  the  writer  gives  a  fignal  inftance  :  whether  the 
laft  chapter  of  Deuteronomy,  in  which  Moles'  death  and 
burial  are  defcribed,  was  written  by  Mofes  himfelf,  or  added 
by  jofue?  or  fome  other  writer,  is  meer  matter  of  opini- 
on, which  any  man  may  adopt  or  reject  without  the  fuf- 
picion  of  herefy  ;  but  if  he  were  to  deny  that  the  chapter 
is  divinely  iufpired,  he  would  ceafe  to  be  a  Chriftian. 
Why  fo  ?  Becaufe  it  is  declared  by  the  authority  of  the 
Catholic  church  to  be  a  part  of  the  fcriptures  divinely  in* 
fpired,  and  entrufted  to  her  care,  as  is  the  gofpel  of  St. 
John  the  certainty  of  the  revelation  of  both  refts  on 
the  fame  authority,  the.  man,  therefore,  who  rejects  the 
one,  may  alfo  reject  the  other. 

The  writer  gives  a  fecond  inftance  of  an  opinion, 
which,  though  authorifed  by  Auftin  and  Jerom  and  o- 
thers,  no  man  is  obliged  to  adopt  In  the  Homily  on 
Parlors,  from  which  fome  extracts  have  been  already  ci- 
ted, Auftin  fays  :  44  in  the  prophet  Jeremias,  fome  one 
cries  out  :  the  partridge  collects  what  Jhe  did  not  product. 

  rfhis  partridge,  by  fome  of  our  anceftors, 
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treating  on  the  fcriptures  before  us,  is  underftood  to  be 
the  Devil  collecting  what  he  has  not  produced  ;  tor  he 
is  not  the  creator  but  the  deceiver,  he  collects  his  riches 
without  diftinction  ;  he  does  not  inquire  whether  a  per- 
fon  errs  in  this  or  that  manner,  he  defires  that  all  may 
be  deceived,  and  by  all  forts  of  errors  :  how  many  dif- 
ferent feels  there  are  !  how  m?xy  different  encrs  !  He 
does  not  fay  :  they  are  Donatifts,  not  Arians  *.  for  whe- 
ther they  be  Donatifts  or  Arians  they  are  his, -jwho  col. 
fecte  without  dutinc~tion  :  let  him  adore  idols,  fiys 
he,  he  is  mine  ;  let  him  per  fill  in  the  fuperftition  of 
the  Jews,  he  is  mine,  let  him,  having,  broken  the  unity, 
fall  into  this  or  that  feet,  he  is  mine,  he  collects,  there- 
fore, without  diftinction,  and  makes  his  riches."  Whe- 
ther by  that  partridge,  which  collects  the  eggs  file  did 
not  lay,  the  Demon  be  understood  or  not.  is  meer  mat- 
ter of  opinion,  which.,  notwithstanding  the  authority  of 
Auftin  and  Jerom.and  thefe  more  early  writers  of  whom 
Auftin  fpeaks,  no  Catholic  is  obliged  to  adopt  ;  but  that 
a.  Heathen,  a  Jew,  or  a  Sectary  is  not  in  the  catholic  com- 
munion, is  a  doctrine  of  faith.  Auftin  does  not  extend 
this  fevere  cenfure  to  all  Sectaries  ;  he  confines  it  ex- 
prefsly  to  perfons,  who,  having  been  catholics,  renounce 
that  communion  and  unite  with  fome  feet  :  "  detertd 
unitate"  he  fays,*elfewhere,  that  they,  who  fupport  a 
falfe  opinion,  without  animofity,  difpofed  to  fubmit  to 
the  truth  when  clearly  expofed,  and  more  particularly 
if  it  be  an  opinion  which  they  receive  from  their  parents, 
are  not  to  be  numbered  amongft  Sectaries  :  of  iuch  a 
perfou  Auftin  fays.  B.  of  Bap.  againft  the  Don  ch.  16, 
p.  23  :  u  this  man  I  do  not  yet  call  heretic,  unlefs  after 
'  the  doctrine  is  made  manifeft  to  him  he  had  rather  re- 
iift  the  catholic  faith,  and  chufe  to  adhere  to  what  he 
held  in  him  there  is  only  a  falfe  opinion  to  be  cor- 
rected." 

The  catholic  reader  is  informed  that  he  is  not  obliged 
to  adopt  the  opinion  of  any  writer,  however  great  his 
authority,  as  a  doctrine  of  faith,  if  many  writers  of 
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great  authority  coincide  in  the  fame  opinion,  it  is  rafli- 
nefs,  but  not  herefy,  to  contradict  it,  and  argues  a  fund 
of  pride  in  the  individual,  who  fets  his  own  private  opi- 
nion or  the  opinion  which  he  borrows  from  fome  other 
not  better  informed  than  bimfelf,  in  oppofition  to  the 
united  opinion  of  fo  many  fuperior  to  him,  and  his  teach- 
er, in  point  of  information.  If  all  thefe  writers,  whom 
we  call  Fathers  of  she  Church,  or,  indeed,  all  {he  writers 
of  any  age,  unanimously  teach  a  doctrine,  we  muft  con- 
clude! that  it  is  the  doctrine  of  the  church,  which  is 
at  all  times  invariably  the  fame"  becaufe  their  united 
and  uncontradicted  teftimpny  i$  inconteftible  evidence 
of  the  fact,  that  fuch  was  the  doctrine  then  taught  ;  the 
difcipline  of  the  church  is,  and  has  been  in  fome  of  its 
parts  variable,  and  adapted  to  circumftances,  times,  pla- 
ces and  perfons  :  thus  in  the  primitive  times,  the  fall 
of  the  Lent  was  continued  until  three  o'clock  in  the  even- 
ing every  day,  and  no  collation  allowed  ;  now  the 
meal  is  taken  at  twelve,  or  fome  fhort  time  before,  with 
a  light  collation  in  the  evening.  If  at  any  time  the 
opmion  of  an  individual  be  found  to  deviate  from  the, 
doctrine  univerfally  taught,  it  is  a  falfe  opinion  ;  if  ob- 
ftinately  perfifted  in,  and  publicly  taught,  in  oppoiltion 
to  the  fettled  doctrine,  it  is  an  heretical  opinion  ;  if  the 
author  forms  a  party  h,e  becomes  .the  leader  of  a  feet,  is 
one  of  thefe  falfe  teachers,  who  feparates  themfelves5 
whom  St.  Paul  calls  heretics. 

After  citing  thefe  paflages  from  AthanalTus  and  Aufiin, 
which  ferve  to  fweli  the  volume,  our  caftigator  makes 
an  attempt  to  reafoh.  If  the  church  of  Chrift  be  not 
deprived  of  his  Divine  cares  and  afliftance,  it  is  not  his 
fault :  he  moft  anxioufly  delires  it  ;  fo  does  that  fpirit 
of  illufion,  which  he  confuits  :  "  infallibility  is  claimed/' 
fays  he,  p.  190,  "by  the  body  of  paftors  united  with 
their  head."  From  this  principle  he  concludes,  that  to 
prefer ve  this  prerogative  in  the  church,  the  pope  and 
his  clergy  ought  to  be  always  in  Council,  ibid'  The 
writer  ^ives  him  credit  for  this  argument  :  it  mult  be 
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of  his  own  invention.    How  unfortunate  it  is,  that  in 
the  only  attempt  to  reafon,  which  is  found  in  a  number 
of  pages  of  fuch  profound  erudition,  the  conclufion 
which  he  draws  is  not  found  even  by  implication  in  the 
principle.    For  the  body  of  catholic  paftors  are  not  more 
united  with  their  head  in  council  than  out  of  council ; 
they  are  at  all  times  equally  united  with  him  and  with 
each  other,  by  the  profeflion  of  the  fame  faith,  participa- 
tion of  the  fame  facraments,  the  fame  hope  :  that  fo- 
ciety  which  we  call  the  Catholic  Church  is,  if  St.  Paul 
does  not  miftake,  one  body — Eph.  iv  ;  animated  with  one 
and  the  fame  fpirit  ;  "  I  will  afk  the  Father  and  he  will  give 
you  another  Comforter,  that  he  may  remain  with  you  for  ever" 
] — John  xiv,  1 6  ;  in  it  there  is  "one         '-^-Eph.  iv  ;  "one 
hope"' — ibid  ;  "  one  baptljm"  ibid  5  it  is  "  one  flock  and  one 
Shepherd" — John  x,  »6,  who  does  not  entruft  his  fheep 
to  the  cares  of  others,,  but  feeds  them  himfelf  :  "  I  will 
feed  my fheep"- — Ezekiel  xxxiv,  15.    By  the  miniftry  of 
thefe  paftors  whom  he  fends  :  "  who  hears  you  hears  mef 
andzvho  defpifes  you  defpifes  me" — Luke  x,  16,  "  behold  I 
am  with  you  all  days  until  the  confummation  of  the  age  " — 
Matt.  ult.    by  thefe  paftors,  thus  united  amongft  them*, 
felves,  and  with  their  head,  the  fupreme  paftor  feeds 
his  flock  according  to  his  promife  5  hence  it  follows  that 
if  any  prelate  or  paftor  teaches  a  doctrine  of  his  own  in- 
vention, or  borrowed  from  the  inventor,  a  doctrine, 
which  he  did  not  find  taught  in  the  church,  when  he 
became  a  paftor,  he  breaks  the  unity  of  faith,  the  chain 
of  fuccefliom  is  no  longer  of  the  number  of  thofe  paftors* 
by   whom  Chrift  feeds  his  flock  ;  the  inftant  a  paftor 
fubftitutes  his  own  conjeclures,  or  the  opinions  which  he 
borrows   from   others,  to  the   fettled  doctrines  of  the 
church,  in  which  he  was  baptifed,  he  is  a  branch  lopped 
from  the  tree,  which   cannot  produce  fruit :  there  is 
but  the  word  of  God  efficacious,  he  fubftitutes  his  own» 
which  is  but  an  empty  found. 

This  union  of  all  the  members  of  Chrift's  church, 
which  has  efcaped  the  notice  of  our  Edinburgh  caftigator, 
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was  known  in  thefe  turbulent  times  between  the  apofl!evs 
days  and  the  firft  general  council,  when,  if  we  believe 
this  caftigator,  Chrift  did  not  attend  to  the  care  of  his 
flock;  in  thofe  days  lived  Cyprian,  from  whofe  works 
we  find  fome  garbled  extracts  in  the  caftigator's  volume. 
His  teftimony,  now  before  the  writer,  wiH,  no  doubt, 
be  highly  gratifying  to  him,  he  is  one  of  thefe  Popifh 
Fathers,  whom  he  has  forced  to  condemn  Popery.  In 
his  book  oh  the  unity  of  the  church  this  venerable  pre- 
late fays  :  "  does  he  believe  that  he  holds  the  faith  who 
does  not  hold  this  uniry  ?  He,  who  refifls  the  church, 
Who  withftands  the  church,  does  he  think  himfelf  in  the 
church?  This  fame  truth  is.  taught  by  the  holy  apoftle 
Paul :  he  (hews  the  myftery  of  unity,  faying  (Eph  iv)  one* 
body  and  one  fpirit,  one  hope  of  your  vocation,  one  Lord,  one 
faith,  oneboptifm,  one  God,  which  unity  we  ought  firmly  to 
hold  and  vindicate,  more  especially  we  bifhops,^^ pre/id^ 
in  the  church,  [itieems  that  bifhops  did  prefide  in  the 
church  in  them  primitive  times,  at  lean:  Cyprian  thought 
&3  tnat  we  nuy  prove  the  epifcopal  order,  '  epijcopdtus  *  - 
one  and  undivided.  Letno  man  deceive  the  fraternity  by 
falfhood  ;  let  no  man  corrupt  the  faith  by  perfidious, 
prevarication.  The  epifcopal  order  is  one  and  undivided, 
of  which  a  part  is  held  by  each  in  its  integrity,, 4  in  JolU, 
dum*  The  church  alfo  is  one,  which  by  the  encreafe  of  its 
fecundity  is  more  widely  extended  into  a  multicudc  ;  as 
the  rays  of  the  fun  are  many,  and  but  one  light  ;  as  the 
branches  of  a  tree  are  many,  and  but  one  trunk  founded 
in  the  tenacious  root  ;  when  from  one  fountain  many 
ftreams  flow,  though  from  the  abundance  of  the  flowing 
waters  numerousnefs  may  appear;  yet  unity  is  prefeived 
inthefource.  Separate  a  ray  from  the  fun,  unity  does,  not 
bear  the  divifion  of  light ;  break  a  branch  from  the  tree, 
it  cannot  bear  fruit ;  cut  off  a  ftream  from  the  fpring,  it 
will  dry -up.  Thus  the  church  of  the  Lord,  perfufed 
with  light,  emits  its  rays  through  the  whole  world,  but 
the  light  is  one,  which  is  in  all  places  diffufed  ;  nor  is 
the  unity /of  the  body  feparated  )  it  extends  its  branches 
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over  the  whole  earth  by  the  abundance  of  its  fruitful 
fiefs ;  it  plentifully  expands  its  flowing  dreams  all  around, 
but  yet  there  is  but  one  head,  one  fmrce,  one  mother, 
abounding  in  the  offspring  of  its  fecundity,  by  its  fruits 
we  are  tiourifhed,  by  its  milk  we  are  fed,  by  its  fpirit 
we  are  animated."  Why  does  this  Edinburgh  caftiga- 
tor  exprefs  fuch  anxiety  to  remove  the  Great  Shepherd's 
paftorai  cares  from  his  floct  ?  Is  it  that  he  intends  to 
fubftitute  Iriis  own  ? 

In  the  next  page  he  tells  us  ts  that  the  pope  and  his 
clergy  may  be  very  wicked  nien,  and  therefore,  in  a 
moral  point  of  view,  very  unlikely  to  enjoy  the  pretence 
of  Chrifl  and  his  Spirit/'  He  has  given  fo  many  fpeci- 
mens  of  new-modelled  modefty  already,  that  we  muft 
ceafe  to  admire  k.  The  pope  and  his  clergy,  that  is,  in 
other  words,  the  whole  body  of  catholic  paftors>  a  body 
compofed  of  many  thoufands,  amongft  whom  are  found 
the  molt  enlightened  men  oh  earth*  men  the  mod  emi- 
nent for  fcience  and  piety,  may  be  vt:ry  wicked  men, 
and  very  unlikely  to  enjoy  the  fpirit  of  Chrift,  and  this 
our  Edinburgh  caftigator,  whofe  knowledge  is  corref- 
pondent  to  his  modefty,  is  the  only  good  man,  the  only 
paftor  likely  to  enjoy  the  prefence  of  Chrift  and  his  di- 
vine fpirit  !  Are  there  men  fo  infatuated  as  to  be  duped 
by  fuch  monftrous  prefumption  ?  The  writer  replies, 
that  as  it  is  unqueftionably  true  that  Chrift,  the  Great 
Shepherd,  feeds  his  flock  by  the  miniftrv  of  thefe  paftors, 
whom  he  gives  to  the  church  for  the  work  of  the  mi- 
niftry,  for  the  perfection  of  the  faints,  not  by  the  mini*, 
ftry  of  thefe  paftors  who  fend  themfelves,  or  are  fent  by 
others  not  better  qualified  than  themfelves,  and  equally 
true  that,  though  there  may  be  a  bad  man  amongft  the 
paftors  of  hisinftitution,  as  there  was  a  judas  amongft  his 
apoftles,  the  whole  body  is  not  the  lefs  under  his  divine 
protection,  confequently  not  the  lefs  found  and  good. 
The  man  who  believes,  or  pretends  to  believe,  that 
Chrift  gives  to  his  church  a  wicked  body  of  paftors  for 
the  work  of  the  miniftry,  for  the  perfection  of  the 
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faints,  (Epfi.  iv.)  either  does  not  believe  the  truth  of 
Ins  promifes,  or  his  power  of  performing  them,  and 
confequently  is  not  a  Chriftian.  This  fuppofttion  of  our 
Edinburgh  caftigator,  only  expofes  the  weaknefs  of  his 
head,  or  the  malignity  of  his  heart,  it  can  neither  dis- 
qualify the  partors  of  Chrift's  inftitution  from  feeding  his 
flock,  nor  juftify  the  intrufion  of  felf-appointed  paftors 
Whom  he  dues  not  fend. 

In  the  next  page  there  are  affertiohs  which  the  igno- 
rance of  this  leribbler  may  eXcufe,  if  advanced  by  a  man 
of  real  fcicnce  they  have  a  mo  ft  dangerous  tendency, 
being  equally  fubverfive  of  civil  and  eccleftaftical  autho- 
rity :  44  it  will  be  granted,"  fays  he,  u  that  God,  who 
opened  the  mouth  of  Balaam's  afs,  may  at  times  ufe  the 
agency  of  very  wicked  men,  and  alfo  that  authority  may 
be  connected  with  many  ill  qualities."  Authority,  there- 
fore, may  be  vefted  in  a  man>  who  has  fome  bad  qualii 
ties  ;  John  Ball,  Watt  Tyler's  chaplain  was  of  the  fame 
opinion  :  he  did  not  think  natural  qualities,  whether 
good  or  bad,  inconfiftent  with  authority,  but  as  fan&ity* 
in  his  idea,  was  the  foundation  of  all  authority,  he 
thought, or  pretended  to  think,  that  fin  was  abfoluteiy  in- 
compatible with  it,  and  Watt  Tyler,  with  liis  army  of 
faints,  did,  in  a  moft  faint-like  manner,  enforce  this 
doctrine  :  they  diverted  all  thefe  finful  magiftrates 
and  prelates,  who  fell  intb  their  fan clified  hands,  of  that 
authority,  which  of  divine  right  belonged  to  the 
faints  exclufively.  h  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  one  of 
thefe  new- modelled  faints  ?  Is  he  one  of  the  children  of 
the  promife,  who,  yet  in  the  wildernefs,  are  deflined  to 
expel  the -Canaanites  from  the  land?  He  admits,  it  is 
true,  that  a  wicked  man  may  be  a  paflive  inftrument 
as  was  Balaam's  afs.  Is  it  that  this  braying  animal  from 
Edinburgh  does  not  know  that,  between  a  pafiive  inftru- 
ment and  a  rational  agent  vefted  with  active  authority 
there,  is  an  effential  difference  ?  His  next  affertion  is 
more  clearly  expreflive  of  that  monftrous  doctrine,  which 
in  Tyler's  days  deluged  England  with  bloodj  and  made 
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Bohemia  a  flaughter-houfe  for  more  tkari  twenty  years 
j — See  Review  ;  this  writer,"  he  fays,  p.  192,  "  ought 
to  recollect  that  goo.d  qualities  and  authority  ought  to 
be  infeparaM)'  connected  in  a  Chriftian  bifhop."  This  {3 
worfe  than  Ball's  doctrine  :  for  Ball  did  not  exact  good 
qualities  as  the  foundation  of  authority,  he  thought 
jfanctity,  whatever  might  have  been  the  natural  quali- 
ties of  the  mind  or. the  body,  Efficient,  nor  did  he  think 
bad  qualities  fufficient  to  cancel  authority  :  he  thought 
fin  neceffary  for  that  :  thus,  for  inftance,  irafcibility  is 
a  bad  quality,  but  anger  is  a  fin*  Irafcibility,  in  Ball's 
opinion,  did  not  divert  either  the  magiftrate  or  the  pre- 
late of  rightful  authority,  but  anger  did.  That  this 
caftigator  exacts  good  qualities  as  indifpenfably  neceflary 
to  authority  is  manifefl  from  what  he  adds  by  way  of 
proof  :  ww  the  bifllop,-?  he.  fays,  w  muft  be  blarnelefs  as 
well  as  the  hufband  of  one  wife."  He  cannot  be  under- 
ftood  to  fpeak  of  the  biffiop's  duty  as  a  Chriftian  :  for  it 
is  the  indifpsnfabie  duty  of  every  Chriftian  to  be  blarne- 
lefs ;  this  quality  therefore  he  exacts  as  being  fndifpen- 
fable  to  his  epifcopal  authority.  Amongit  tfeefe  good 
qualities,  which  he  exacts,  there  is  one  of  late  invention,, 
that  is,  ''  the  bifhop  ■muft  be  hufband  of  one  wile/'  K 
is  perhaps  the  firft  time  that  a  wife  has  been  numbered 
amongit  qualities.  The  writer  knows  that,  in  the  ca- 
talogue of  modern  virtues,  from  which  modefty,  obedi- 
ence and  chaftity,  have  been  expunged,  as  obfolete ;  and 
the  propagation  of  the  human  fpecies  fubftituted,  to  have 
one  wife,  at  leaft,  is  a  virtue  ;  but,  not  having  this  cafii- 
gator's  familiar  fpirit  to  confult,  he  did  not  know  that  a 
wife  is  a  good  quality  :  a  quality ,  fay  philofophers,  is 
that  property,  either  abfolute  or  relative*  which  makes 
the  fubject  fuch  or  fuch  :  thus  whitenefs  makes  a  man 
white*  and  blacknefs  makes  a  man  black,  and  a  wife 
makes  a  man  wived  ;  be  it  fo.  The  bifliop,  therefore, 
muft  be  a  wived  man  ;  fo  thought  a  right  reverend  prelate 
in  former  times,  if  that:  bufy  tattler  common  fame  teli 
truth  ;  having  loft  a  firft'  and  fecond  loving  quality, 
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knowing  that  he  muft  be  a  wived  man,  he  applied  for 
a  third  ;  but  the  lady,  perhaps  not  difpofed  to  become  I 
one  of  the  caftigator's  qualities,  in  the  common  accepta- 
tion of  terms  called  wives,  or  not  clearly  conceiving  the 
indifpenfable  neceffity  of  an  old  prelate's  being  wived  ; 
or  perhaps  thinking  that  a  bundle  of  dry  bones,  wrapt 
up  in  a  parchment  fkin^  fhri veiled  by  the  piercing  cold 
of  feventy  hoary  winters,  could  be  rieither  ufeful  nor 
ornamental  in  her  bed  chamber*  alarmed  too  at  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  fkeleton,  which*  if  we  may  believe  a  cer- 
tain writer  of  no  fmall  authority,  me  miftook  for  the 
ghoft  of  her  grand-father,  modeftly  but  peremptorily  re- 
fufed  to  wive  him.  It  is  prefumed  that  the  lady,  who 
in  point  of  underftanding  was  inferior  to  few,  if  any  of 
her  cotemporaries,  reafoned  in  this  manner  :  though  it 
be  true  that  this  right  reverend  prelate  muft  be  wived, 
as  the  precept  fhiclly  obliges  him,  yet  there  is  no  pre- 
cept which  obliges  me  to  be  his  wife,  he  may  therefore 
be  wived  by  fome  other.  The  reader  will  pardon  this 
farcaftical  ftricture  when  he  confiders  that  there  is  fome- 
thing fooffen five  to  common  fenfe,  and  common  decency, 
in  this  canting  oil  the  neceffity  of  propagatiilg  the  human 
fpecies,  on  the  impoffibiiity  of  perpetual  chaftity,  &c- 
with  which  every  paltry  fcribbler  Ituns  our  ears,  that  it 
is  irkfome  ferioufly  to  refute  fuch  a  nonfenfical  jargon. 

The  apoftle  Paul*  in  his  ift  epiftle  to  Timothy,  iii.  enu- 
merates the  qualifications  of  a  man,  whom  that  arch-bi* 
(hop  might  with  fafety  inftitute  bifhop  of  any  city,  un- 
der his  jurifdiction,  he  rnuft,  fays  the  apoftle,  be  free 
from  reproach,  the  hufband  of  one  wife,  that  is  a  man 
who  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  or  other  legal  diflblution 
of  his  marriage,  did  not  contract  a  fecond  marriage* 
That  this  is  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  paffage  is  manifeft* 
becaufe  it  was  never  lawful  for  a  chriftian  to  be  the  huf- 
band of  two  wives  at  the  fame  time,  he  might  in  fuc- 
ceflion,  becaufe  death  dhTolves  the  matrimonial  bond, 
and  the  apoftle  did  not  direct  his  difciple  to  inftitute  a 
Jew  or  Heathen  bifhop  of  any  city.    St.  Paul  fufiiciently 
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explains  himfelf :  for  he  adds  immediately  after  cc  having 
children9'  tekna  echonta,  he  does  not  fay  "  begetting  chil- 
dren,  for  that  was  never  allowed  in  the  chriftian  church. 
The  apofties,  of  whom  one  or  two  were  married,  for- 
fook  all  things  to  follow  Chrift.  Behold,  faid  Peter,  we 
have  left  all  things,  and  followed  thee.— Matt.  xix,  27. 
To  follow  Chrift,  in  theinfpired  writings,  imports  neither 
lefs  nor  more  than  to  imitate  his  virtues,  of  which 
chaftity  was  unqueftionably  one,  though,  in  the  opinion 
of  this  caftigator,  it  may  be  antiquated  °>  the  apofties 
therefore  did  not  retain  their  wives  :  for  wives  were  not 
then  qualities  ;  they  •  were  fomething  more  fubftantial. 
The  apoftle  Paul  was  not;  married,  nor  were  his  difciples 
Timothy,  ajchbifhop  of  Ephefus,  and  Titus,  archbilhop 
of  Crete.  Of  the  apoftle  there  can  be  no  doubt  :  for  he 
himfelf  exprekly  fays  it  :  ift  Cor.  vii,  after  giving  fome 
directions  for  the  conduct  of  married  perfons,  the  apoftle 
fays  :  "T  fay  to  the  unmarried  and  widows,  it  is  good 
ficw*  them  if  they  continue  as  I  do ;  but  if  they  do  not 
contain  themfelves  let  them,  marry.— 8.  Southwell,  in 
that  monftrous  compilation,  which,  with  unparalelled 
effrontery,  he  calls  the  bible,  tranilates  ei  de  ouk  egkraten- 
qntai"  if  they  cannot  contain  themfelves  "  fubftituting  his  own 
words  to  thefe  of  the  apoftle  in  order  to  deceive  the  ig- 
norant, as  if  there  were  perfons  who  cannot  contain 
themfelves.  The  original  phrafe  is  fo  fimple,  fo  clearly 
expreifed  by  the  apoftle,  that  the  moft  ignorant  fchool- 
boy,  who  knows  any  thing  of  Greek,  cannot  miftake  it : 
that  Timothy  and  Titus  were  not  married  is  attefted  by 
a  cotemporary  writer,  of  great  authority,  Ignatius  of 
Andoch,  in  hisepiftie  to  the  Philadelphians. 

There  is,  perhaps,  no  part  of  Catholic  difcipline  fo  of- 
fenfive  to  all  Reformifts  as  this  qontinency,  which  the 
church  propofes  to  her  minifters  on  their  adrniflion  to 
holy  orders.  The  difcipline  itfelf  is  not  of  divine  infti- 
tution  :  for  no  fuch  precept  is  found  in  the  fcriptures, 
nor  does  tradition  atteft  that  any  fuch  injunction  was 
given  by  Chrift  himfclf  to  his  minifters  >  that  he  ap- 
proved 
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proved  the  difciplirie  Is  certain  from  his  reply  to  Peter— 
Matt,  sx,  29:  46  every ,  one,  who  has  forfaken  houfes-? 
or  brothers,  or  fillers,  or  father,  or  mother,  or  wife,  or 
lands5  for  fake  of  ray  name,  feat!  receive  an  hundred  fold, 
and  inherit  eternal  life."  The  wife -is  found  amongft 
other  things  which  may  be  meritorioufly  forfaken  to  fol- 
low Chrift  ;  but  to  approve  a  difcipline  is  not  to  enjoin 
it  ;  there  are  many  things  approved  which  are  not  ftrict- 
ly  enjoined  :  this,  therefore,  cannot  be  taken  as  a  pre- 
cept, confequently  the  continency  of  the  minifters  of  the 
church  is  of  human,  not  of  divine  right.  It  is  of  courfe 
difpenfable  as  all  human  Jaws  may  be  modified  or  can- 
celled by  the  fame  power  which  enacts  them. 

St.  Thomas  fays  that  a  vow  of  continency  is  annexed 
to  holy  orders  by  a  decree  of  the  church    in  2,  2,  q.  88, 
art.  11.    Beliarmine  thinks  that,  though  this  difcipline 
be  not  of  divine  right,  k  is  of  apoftolical  inflitution. 
The  reafons  which   he  offers  in  fupport  of  his  opi- 
nion, if  not  abfolutely  irrefiftible,  are,  not  eafily  elu- 
ded.   St.  Paul,  in  his  epiftle  to  Titus,  whom  he  had 
left  at  Crete  to  inftitute  priefts  in  the  cities  of  that  jurii- 
diclion,  enumerating  the  qualifications  pre-requifite,  fays, 
of  the   Bifhop,  46  he  mult  be  fophrona"  an  ambiguous 
term,  which  imports  Jobrkty,  prudence,  or  chafiity,  as  the 
subject  matter  may  require,    in  this  place  St.  Jerom  fays 
it  implies  "  chqfthy*'  but  as  chafiity  is  itftlf  an  ambiguous 
term,  becaufe  there  is  conjugal  chafiity,  as  well  as  vir- 
ginal chaftity,  the  apoftle  corrects  the  ambiguity  by 
adding  the  term  "  cgkraie"  which  imports  "  continency" 
an  uncontrouled   power  over  the  mind  and  body.  In 
that  phrafe  it  cannot  be  understood  in  any  other  fenfe  *• 
for  though  it  may  figrufy  "  temperance'9  that  fenfe  is  fuf- 
ficiently  implied  in  the  term  *  Jophrona]  and  would  ren- 
der the  term  '  cgkratej  redundant,  a  defect  which  is  fel- 
dom  if  ever  found  in  that.  apoftle's  writings  :  he  there- 
fore exacls  continency  in  the  minifters  of  the  church. 

In  ,his  firft  cpiftle  to  the  Corinthians  vii,  giving  in- 
ft  ructions  for  the  conduct  of  married  perfons,  the  apoftie 
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directs  them  not  to  defraud  each  other  of  their  conjugal 
rights,  but  requires  that  they  would  at  certain  times  re- 
ft rain  themfelves,  and  devote  thefe  times  to  fading  and 
prayer  :  but  the  whole  time  of  the  minifters  of  the 
church  is,  or  at  leaft  ought  to  be,  devoted  to  failing  and 
prayer,  they  are,  therefore,  by  the  apoftle's  directions,  at 
all  times  excluded  from  thefe  rights,  which  are  at  certain 
times  allowed  to  others  not  engaged  in  the  miniftry. 

In  his  fecond  epiftle  to  Timothy  ii,  the  apoftle  fays  to 
that  prelate :  4  ■  thou,  therefore,  endure  evil  as  a  good 
Soldier  of  Jefus  Chrift  :  no  man,  who  warreth,  entangleth 
himfelf  in  the  affairs  of  life,"  that  is,  in  temporal  con- 
cerns :  it  is  needlefs  tq  fay  that  the  man  who  has  a  wife 
and  family  to  provide  for,  mud  entangle  himfelf  in  the 
concerns  of  life.  This,  therefore,  is  prohibited  by  the 
apoftle.  * 

Independently  on  thefe  paffages,  found  in  the  apoftle's 
writings,  which  fufuciently  explain  St.  Paul's  mind,  on 
the  fubject,  there  is  a  teftimony  of  great  weight  in  fup- 
port  of  Bdlarmine's   opinion:    In  the  Council  of  Car- 
thage, affembled  under  vhe  confuifhip  of  Valentinian  and 
Neoterius  on  the  1 6th  of  the  calends  of  July,  that  is,  on 
the    1 6th  of  June,  390,  at  which  Genethlius,  the  arch- 
bifhop  of  Carthage,  prelided,  and  many  bifliops  from 
different  provinces  affifted.    The  continency  of  the  mi- 
nifters of  .the  church  was  faid  to  be  of  apoftolical  inftitu- 
tion.  The  fecond  canon  of  the  Council  is  thus  expreffed  : 
u  omnibus  placet  ut  Epifcopi,  Prejbyteri>  Diaconi,  vel  qui  con* 
treclant  Sacra?nenta^  pudicitice  Guftodes  cttam  ab  uxoribus  fe 
abflineanty  ut  quod  Apoftoli  docuerunt  et  ipja fervavit  antiqultas 
nos  quoque  cujtodiamus"  chat  is,  6<  it  is  agreed  by  all, 
that  biihops,  prieils,  and  deacons,  or  they  who  meddle 
with  the  facraments,  the  keepers  of  chaftity,  abftaln  even 
from  wives,  that  what  the  apoftles  taught  ^ud  antiquity  itfelf 
obferved,  we  alio  may  obferve."    It  was  believed  by  all 
thefe  venerable  prelates  affembled  from  different  provinces, 
that  the  continency  of  bifhops,  priefls  and  deacons,  was 
of  apoftolical  inftitution.    If  any  thing  could  add  to  the 
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ibrce  of  this  teftimony,  it  is  the  approbation  of  the  v. 
of  Carthage,  in  398,  compofed  of  214  Prelates,  at  which 
St.  Auftin  aflifted,  the  3d  C.  is  thus  conceived  :  "  It  is 
decreed  that  bilhops,  prieft  s  and  deacons,  according  to  for- 
merJiatuteS)  abftain from  wives  ;  if  not,  let  them  be  removed 
from  the  ecclefiaftical  office  add  to  this,  that  the  difci- 
pline,  which  they  fay  antiquity  obferved,  is  found  to  have 
been  univerfally  obferved  before  the  Council  of  Nice  ;  it 
mud,  therefore,  defcend  from  the  apoftles  according  tq 
St.  Auftin's  rule :  "  it  is  underftood  that  thefs  things, 
which  though  not  written  we  obferve  on  tradition,  and 
which  are  pbferved  by  the  whole  world,  are  ordered  by 
the  apoftles  themfelves,  or  by  plenary  councils,  the  au- 
thority of  which  is  moft  falutary  in  the  church — ad. 
Jan.  Epif.  1  i8,c.  1.  At  the  council  of  Elvira  in  Spain, 
which  was  afkmbled  near  the  clofe  of  the  Perfecution, 
under  that  remorfeiefs  tyrant  Maxitfiinuf,  at  which  Ouus 
of  Cordova,  Sabinus  of  Seville,  Fiavius  of  Elvira,  Libe- 
lous of  Merida,  Valerius  of  Saragofta,  a  celebrated  con- 
feffor,  with  other  venerable  prelates  affi (led,  it  was  or- 
dered, Can.  33,  that  bihhops,  priefts  and  deacons,  ancj 
aM  other  clerks  engaged  in  the  miniftry  mould  abftain 
from  wives. 

In  the  Council  of  Neoceferea  in  Cappadocia,  at  which 
Vital,  patriarch  of  Antioch,  prefided  in  the  year  314,  it 
was  ordered,  that  if  a  prieft  prefumed  to  marry  hq  ftiouid 
be  depofed. — Can.  1 . 

Thefe  Councils  were  celebrated  before  the  Council  of 
Nice>  the  difcipline  therefore,  was  not  introduced  by  a 
General  Council.  In  the  Council  of  Nice  the  queftion 
was  not  difcufled,  but  there  is  a  canon  which  fuppofes  it  to 
be  univerfally  obferved  :  "  the  holy  fynod  abfolutely  for- 
bids the  bifhop,  prieft,  or  deacon  to  have  any  woman  in 
his  houfe,  if  it  bj  not  a  mother,  a  lifter,  or  an  aunt,  or 
fuch  perfons  as  banifh  every  fufpici on,  e  a  mona  profopa, 
pctjan  iipopjian  diapepheugen" — Can.  3.  This  canon  ma- 
nifeftly  fuppofes  the  minifters  of  the  church  in  a  ftate  of 
contincncv  :  for  if  they  were  married?  the  prohibition 
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would  have  been  not  only  ufelefs  but  ridiculous,  a  wife 
is  neither  a  mother,  a  filler  nor  an  aunt.  To  tell  a  mar- 
ried man  that  he  mull  not  have  his  wife  in  his  houfe 
furp?.ffes  abfurdity  ;  and  where  there  is  a  wife,  her 
fillers,  her  maids,  her  goffips  and  viiitants  mull  have 
accefs. 

Hence  it  appears  that  Sozomen  was  mifinformed, 
when  in  his  hiilory,  written  about  236  years  after  the 
council  of  Nice,  he  faid  that  Paphnutius  engaged  the 
prelates  there  afTembled>  to  permit  bifhops  and  priefts  to 
cohabit  with  their  wives.  Such  a  permiffion  is  irrecon- 
cilable with  their  decree.  Innocent  I.  better  informed 
than  Sozomen,  knew  no  fuch  permiffion  :  In  his  decretal 
letter  to  Victricius,  bifhop  of  Rouen,  dated  the  15th  of 
the  calends  of  March,  under  the  confulfhip  of  HonoriuS 
And  Arifteret,  that  is,  the  15th  of  February,  404,  one 
hundred  years  before  Sozomen  was  born,  and  but  69 
years  after  the  council  of  frice,  the  pontiff  fays:  "the 
church  muft  in  all  things  obferve  that  priefts  and  levites 
(deacons)  be'  not  carnally  united  with  their  wives  be- 
caufe they  are  occupied  in  the  riecefTary  works  of  the 
daily  miniftry  ;  and  it  is  written  6  be  you  holy  becaufe  I 
am  holy/— (Lev.  1 1)  for  if  in  old  times  the  priefts  did 
not  depart  from  the  temple  of  God  during  the  year  of 
their  miniftry,  as  we  read  of  Zacharias,  (Luke  i.)  nor 
did  they  return  at  all  to  their  houfe,  though,  on  account 
of  the  fucceffion,  they  were  permitted  to  marry,  becaufe 
it  was  ordered  that  none  mould  be  admitted  to  the  prieft- 
hoodbut  of  the  defcendants  of  Aaron,  how  much  more 
fiddly  mould  thefe  priefts  and  levites  ol}ferve  chaltity 
from  the  day  of  their  ordination,  whofe  miniftry  is 
without  fucceffion,  and  no  day  paffes  on  which  they  are 
not  obliged  to  attend  to  the  divine  facrifkes  or  the  office 
ofbaptifm."  It  will  be  admitted  that  this  pontiff,  one 
of  the  mofl  learned  and  pious  prelates  of  ancient  times, 
knew  the  decrees  of  the  council  of  Nice  better  than  a 
court  lawyer,  who  gives  conjectures  founded  on  vague 
report.    Innocent  I.  not  only  attefts   the  difcipline  but 
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affigns  the  motive,  and  juftifies  it,  by  the  example  of  t'  ■ 
Jewifh  priefts,  who  abltained  from  their  wives  #u>ing 
the  time  of  their  mHriiftVy,  and  the  authority  of  the  apof- 
tle.  He  thus  continues  :  "  for  as  Paul,  writing  to  the 
Corinthians,  and  faying,  '  abftain  for  a  time  that  you  may 
attend  to  prayer,9  gives  this  precept  to  the  laity  ;  priefts, 
whofe  unremitting  duty  is  to  pray,  and  facriilce,  ought 
much  more  ftriclly  for  ever  abftiin  fi*6ixi  fuch  connexi? 
on,"  and  Jerom,  better  informed  than  larioceht,  or, 
perhaps,  than  any  man  of  that  age,  or  any  other,  affigns 
the  fame  reafon,  founded  on  the  fame  authority:  %<  if, 
fays  he,  in  his  book  againft  Jovinian,  "  a  lay-man,  or  any 
Chriftian,  cannot  pray  without  abftaining  from  the  con- 
jugal office,  the  prieft,  who  is  obliged  at  all  times  to  offer 
facrifices  for  the  people,  muft  always  pray,  therefore  he 
muff  always  abfiain  from  te'^priagfci,J 

Leo  the  Great,  in  his  letter  to  Anaftatius,  bifliop  of 
ThefTalonica,  in  the  year  445,  fays  :  **  fo  excellent  is  the 
dcftinatiori  of  priefts,  that  thefe  things,  which,  in  other 
members  of  the  church,  are  free  from  fault,  in  them  are 
held  to  be  unlawful :  for  though  it  be  lawful  for  thofe, 
who  are  not  of  the  clerical  order,  to  engage  in  marriage 
and  attend  to  the  procreation  of  children,  yet,  to  mew 
the  purity  of  more  perfect  chaftity,  the  matrimonial  con- 
nexion is  not  allowed  even  to  fub-deacons  ;  that  they, 
who  have  (wives  J  maybe  as  not  having  (them  J,  and 
they  who  have  not,  may  continue  lingle  ;  but  if  in  this 
orcler,  the  fourth  from  the  head,  it  be  juft  that  this  be 
obferved,  how  much  more  ftrictly  mould  it  be  obferved 
in  the  firft,  or  in  trie  fecond,  or  in  the  third,  that  no 
man  may  be  efteemed  worthy  of  the  levitical  miniftry, 
or  the  prieftly  honour,  or  the  epifcopal  excellency,  who 
is  not  knows  to  reftrain  himfelf  from  the  matrimonial 
enjoyments/5 

It  is  therefore  true,  that  before  the  Council  of  Nice  and 
after  it,  biihops,  priefts  and  deacons  were  obliged  to  per- 
petual continency.  Some  did  not  obferve  the  law.  True: 
there  are  many  who  tranfgrefs  the  laws  of  God  and  their 
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country,  the  laws  are  not  the  lefs  ftricT,  the  lefs  wife,  not, 
are  they  the  lefs  obliged  to  obferve  them. 

To  that  pafTaje  of  St.  Paul,  in  which  it  is  faid  "  the 
bifhop  ought  to  be  the  hufband  of  one  wife,"  St.  Jerom 
replied  to  Jovinian  "  the  epifcopal  election  is  with  one  : 
the  apoftle  does  not  fay,  let  a  bifhop  be  chofen,  who  will 
marry  one  wife,  and  beget  children,  but  let  him  be 
chofen,  who  has  had  one  wife,  mias  gunaikos  andra,  and 
who  has  children  fubject  in  all  difcipline.  Surely  you 
confefs  that  he  cannot  be  a  bifhop.  who  begets  children 
from  the  time  of  his  ordination  *  in  Epijcopatu'  if  he  be 
detected  he  will  not  be  confidered  as  a  hufband,  but  con- 
demned as  an  adulterer  .....  Hufbands  are  chofen  for 
the  priefthood,  I  do  not  deny,  becaufe  more  priefts  are 
heceffary  than  there  are  virgins  ;n  that  is,  men  of  virginal 
chaftity  qualified  for  the  priefthood.  In  the  early  ages  it 
was  hardly  poflible  to  find  amongft  the  converts  from  the 
Jewifh  church*  or  from  the  heathen  fuperftition>a  furlicient 
number  of  men  qualified  for  the  miniftry,  who  had  lived 
in  a  ftateof  continency  to  the  age  of  thirty,  at  which  the 
priefthood  was  conferred  ;  hence  it  was  not  an  effect  of 
choice  but  of  indifpenfable  neceffity,  in  many  places,  to 
affumefor  the  miniftry  marriedmen;  but  the  injunction  of 
the  apoftle  was  ftricllyobferved.that  they3whowere  chofen 
for  the  miniftry,  had  been  married  but  once,  and  then  to 
a  virgin  :  for  he,  who,  either  before  or  after  baptifm,  had 
been  married  a  fecond  time,  or  had  contracted  with  a 
widow,  or  with  a  woman  known  to  be  corrupted,  was 
excluded  from  the  miniftry  by  the  apoftle's  rule,  as  un- 
derftood  by  the  churches,  which  he  himfelf  had  formed 
and  taught  ;  when  a  man  was  chofen,  whole  wife  was  yet 
living,  both  he  and  Che  were  obliged  to  promife  perpetual 
conttnency>  and  ftrictly  to  obferve  their  promife.  The 
hufband  from  the  apoftolical  rule:  "The  Bifhop  nvaft 
be  continent — egkrate  "  Tit.  i,  8  ;  and  the  wife  by  a  rre* 
ccffary  confequence  of  the  rule ;  becaufe  the  hufband 
could  not  be  admitted  to  the  miniftry  without  her  con- 
fent ;  hence  if  even  after  the  death  'of  her  hufband  fhe 
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prefumed  to  break  her  vow,  (he,  and  the  man  with  whom 
fhe  contracted  a  fecond  engagement,  were  feparated  or 
retrenched  from  the  communion  of  the  faithful  :  in  the 
ill:  Council  of  Orleans,  about  the  year  314.  chap.  15,  it 
is  ordered  :  "  if  a  woman,  the  relict  of  a  prieft  or  deacon, 
unite  in  marriage  with  any  other  perfon,  let  them  be 
feparated,  and  if  they  perfifi  encreaiing  the  crime  ietthem 
be  excommunicated."  And,  in  the  Council  of.  Pope 
Martin,  in  the  year  ^72*  it  is  (aid  :  If  the  widow  of  a  bi- 
Ihop,  prieft  or  deacon,  accept  a  hufband,  let  her  not  com- 
municate; when  dyingthe  facraments  may  be  adminiftered 
to  her. 

The  epicurean  doctrine  of  modern  reforming,  who 
think  the  propagation  of  the  human  ipecies  a  neceftar/ 
accompaniment  of  the  epifcopal  dignity,  was  not  yet 
known  to  the  chriftian  world:  the  doctrine  of  St.  Paul; 
who  prefers  a  (late  of  contingency  to  the  matrimonial 
flate,  in  words  as  clearly  expreflive  as  language  affords, 
was  thought  divinely  infpired,  and  observed  with  great 
fimplicity —  fee  Review,  158...  .  where  this  queftion  is 
difcuffed.  Vigilantius,  a  profligate  prieft  of  Barcelona,  in 
the  beginning  of  the  v.  Age;  and  jovinian,  a  more  pro- 
fligate monk. a  >out  the  fime  time, undertook  to  undeceive' 
the  world  ;  of  the  latter  Jerom  fafs  :  64  Since  he  boafts  to 
have  been  a  monk,  and  from  the  fable  nionaffic  cowl, 
and  fandals,  from  the  meafure  of  bread  and  water,  he 
has  returned  to  the  fafhionable  drefs;  ail  white  ;  to  the 
moil  excellent  wines  and  beft  cooked  dimes  ;  to' the  fcups 
of  1  Apitius  and  2Paximus  ;  to  the  bath  ;  to  the  paftry 
cook's  fhops^  and  the  taverns  y  is  it  not  manifeit  that  he 
prefers  earth  to  heaven,  vice  to  virtue,  and  his  belly  to 
C;hrift  What,  if  he  had  heard  the  German  Apoftie 
preaching  to  his  difciples  :  "  As*  it  is  not  in  my  power 
not  to  be  a  man,£.>  it  is  not  in  rny  power  to  live  without 
a  wife*  and  that  is  more  neceilary  for  me  than  to  eat  or 
to  diink,  or  to  fatisfy  the  other   neceifities  of  the  bo- 

1.  A  ctlebiated  cook  mentioned  by  Juvenal. 

2.  A  Greek,  of  great  renown  amongft  Epicureans,  mentioned  by  Suidas, 


dy  . .  .  if  wives  be  obftin  ite,  it  is  lit  that  the htrPomds  teli 
them  ;  if  you  will  riot,  another  will;  if  the  rniilrefs  will 
jjot,  the  maid  will  come  t" — Luther's  fermon,  cited  by 
Piuquet.  What  would  Jerom  have  faid,  if  he  had  heard 
the  whining  cant,  for  declamation  it  cannot  be  called,  of 
modern .reformifts  again il  ail  unprofitable  aujfarities. 

That  a  (late  of  continency  in  preference  to  the  matrimjo- 
uhl  (late  is  recommended,  t4iough,not  enjoined  in  the  gof- 
pel  and  the  apoftoiical  writings,  is  denied  by  none,  if  not 
py  thofe,  whofe  ignorance  is  not  only  contemptible,  but 
degrading:  leirned pro  eflauts  admit  it,Grotius,inhlscom- 
mentaty  on  the  ill  epiille  to  the  Corinthans,  vii  ;  Forbes, 
in  his  h>ft  book  of  moral  Theology  ;  and  Bodwell,  in  his 
fecond  difTertation  on  the  chronology  of  popes,  amongft 
Pearfon's  poit humous  works,  acknowledges,  that,  in  confe- 
uuence  of  Sc.  Paul's  advice,  virginity  was  efleemed,.  and 
many  virgins  initicuted  in  the  time  of  pope  Clement,  of 
whom  St.  Paul  {peaks  in  one  of  his  epiftles.  We  know 
from  better  authority  than  DodweJl  that  perpetual  conti- 
nency  was  in  high  repute  ;  and  ftrictly  obfcrved  by  many 
in  the  apbftle*s  days,  and  ever  fince  down  to  this  prefent 
day-:  it  has  been  already  (Iiewn  that  Piiilip  the  evangelift's- 
four  daughters  lived  in  a  flate  of  perpetual  continency  : 
this  is  atteiled  by  St.,  Luke,  AcLs  xxi,  8,  and  by  Polycrates, 
biihop  of.  Ephefus,  who  calls  Philip  an  apoftle  ;  he  was 
one  of  the  feven  deacons.  Juftin,  the  phiiofopher,  who 
fuffered  martyrdom  about  the  year  167,  in  his  apology 
addreffed  to  the  emperors  Titus  Elius,  Antoninus,  and  Lu- 
cius, the  phiiofopher,  to  the  Senate  and  Romans,  in  order 
to  difabufe  the  Heathens,..and  vindicate  the  morality  of 
Chrifdans  from  mifreprefentation,  after  citing  thefe 
gailages  from  the  gofpel  which  recommend  challity, 
and  condemn  eyqn  impure  thoughts,  fays  :  "  there  are 
many  men  and  -.women,  who  preferve  their  virginal 
purity. to  the  age  of  fixty  or  feventy,  having  followed 
the  doctrine  of.  Chriit  from  their  infancy 

Athenagoras,  a  Chriftian  phiiofopher,  alfo,  in  his  ajpq- 
logy  offered  to  the  emperors  Marcus  Aureiius  and  Luci- 
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us  Verus,  in  juftification  of  Chriftian  morality,  fays  ; 

you  will  find  amongft  us  many  perfons  of  both  fexes 
who  grow  old  in  a  flat e  of  perpetual  cpntinency,  hoping 
in  that  ftate  to  be  more  perfectly  united  to  God." 

Origenes,  in  cap.  - 15,  ad.  Rom.  <c  what  we  do  beyond 
what  is  due/we  do  not  do  from  precepts,  for  inftance  vir- 
ginity is  not  paid  from  a  debt,  for  it  is  not  exacted  by 
a  precept,  but  it  is  offered  beyond  all  debt  and  in  his 
23d  homily  on  the  book  of  Numbers  he  fays  :  it  is  cer- 
tain that  the  perpetual  facrifice  is  impeded  by  thofe 
who  are  fubfervient  to  conjugal  necerljties,  whence  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that,  to  offer  the  facrifice  is  his  duty  exclu- 
fively,  who  devotes  himfelf  to  unceafing  and  perpetual 
chafiity,5*  Eufebius  of  Caefarea  thought  fo  too,  in  his 
fir  ft  book  of  evangelical  demonftration,  ch.  8,  he  fays  : 
"  it  becometh  thofe,  who  are  confecrated,  and  occupi- 
ed in  the  miniftry,  and  in  the  divine  worfhip,  to  conrain 
themfelves  from  any  commerce  with  their  wives."  The 
Germanic  apoftle,  that  venerable  patriarch  of  reforming 
memory,  had  not  yet  thundered  out  this  new- modelled 
doctrine  :  "  if  the  wife  will  not,  the  maid  will  come" 

St.  Jerom,  in  defence  of  his  books  againft  Jovi-' 
man,  in  which  fome  expreflions  were  thought  to  reflect 
on  the  matrimonial  ftate,  writes  thus  to  Pammachuis : 
"  read,  1  pray  you^  and  diligently  confider  the  words 
of  the  'apoftle  (1.  Cor.  vii.)  and  you  will  fee  that  to  avoid 
calumny,  I  have  been  much  more  indulgent  to  married 
perfons  than  the  apoftle  defired.  Origines,  Dennis,  Pierius, 
Eufebius,  of  Caefarea,  Didymus  and  Apoiiinaris  have 
rnoft  copioufly  (lattjjime)  explained  this  epiftle,  of  whom 
PieriuSi  cifcuffing  the  fenfe  of  the  apoftle,  and  propo- 
sing to  elucidate  this  paffage :  '  1  would  have  all  men. as  I 
am*  adds  :  c  taut  a  tegbn  §  Paulos  antikrus  agamiam  heruffei 
Paul  faying  this,  publicly  preaches  perpetual  continency  6"  aga- 
mam"  What  then,"  continues  Jerom,  pray  is  my 
fault  ?  What  feverity  ?  Ail  that  I  have  written  compared 
to  this  onefentence  are  infignificant,  leviffima" 

In  his  catalogue  of  ecciefiaflicaj  writers,  St.  Jerom  fays 
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of  Pierius,  that  from  his  great  eloquence  and  perfect 
knowledge  of  dialectics  and  rhetoric,  he  was  called  the 
younger  Origenes.  But  Jerom  was  a  monk.  True : 
and  Pierius>  of  whom  he  writes,  was  fond  of  an  afcetic 
life,  "  mira  ajkefm  appetitorem"  They  were  monks  of 
the  old  fchool,  not  hogs  from  the  fly  of  Epicurus.  The 
works  of  Jerom,  yet  extant,  mew  him  to  have  been  the 
moft  intelligent,  and  beft  informed  man  of  his  age  ;  the 
writer  adds,  without  fearing  a  contradiction,  that  his 
equal  has  not,  fmcc  his  time,  been  feen.  The  works  of 
Pierius  are  unfortunately  loft.  They  were  extant  in 
the  fourth  century  when  Jerom  wrote  ;  but  the  works 
of  a  man  of  greater  authority,  whom  Jerom  cites  as 
his  mafter,  and  to  whom  he  fays  no  Latin  writer  was 
equal,  that  is,  Gregory  of  Nizianzen,  are  yet  extant :  he 
wrote  a  poem  in  hexamater  verfe,  in  which  the  virginal 
and  matrimonial  ftates  are  introduced  difputing  thus 
concluding:  6<  Suzugion  potheontes  ombs  geftephoufi  karenon 
part  hemes  Chriftos  de  didous  gras  amphotero'ifi  ten  men  dexitere 
parefi'ejttai  egguthi  cheiri  fen  d'eter en  lae  kudos  dete  kai  to  megi- 
fte>n.  f.ven  they  who  defire  marriage  crown  the  head 
of  virginity  :  Chrift,  who  gives  a  reward  to  both,  wTiil 
make  the  one  (virginity)  ftand  to  the  right  near  his  hand, 
and  the  other  (the  matrimonial  ftate)  to  the  left,  and  chat 
alfo  is  a  very  great  honour/' 

Let  the  reader  difpaflionately  compare  the  doctrine  of 
thefe  ancients,  confeffediy  the  moft  correct,  the  moft  in- 
telligent, the  moft  accurate,  and  the  moft  eloquent  of 
ecclefiaftical  writers,  whether  Greek  or  Latin,  with  the 
canting  dialect  of  modern  reformifts,  and  then  judge,  if 
at  be  true,  as  they  pretend,  that  they  have  reaffumed  the 
form  of  the  primitive  church.  Let  him  ferioufty  reflect: 
on  a  fact,  which  the  world  knows,  that  is,  that  Luther, 
Oecolampadius,  with  all  their  afibciates,  were  monks  or 
priefts  of  the  church  of  Rome,  baptifed  in  that  church, 
had  made  their  folemn  vows,  and  promifes  of  perpetual 
continency  according  to  the  difcipline  of  that  church, 
which  commenced  with  it,  and  continued  without  varia- 
tion 
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tion  until  the  time  of  their  apoftacy  ;  that  thefe  mer;^ 
in  the  face  of  the  world,  broke  their  vows  and  promifes, 
regard  iefs  of  a  difcipline  authorifed  by  the  apofHes, 
fo  venerable  for  its  antiquity,  and  if  he  can  then  fire- 
•  vail  on  Limielfto  believe,  that  the  God  of  Truth  and 
Sanctity,  fent  fuch  unfanccified  mifcreants  to,  reform  M% 
church,  the  writer  is  at  alofs  to  conjecture,  whom,  he, 
would  call  emiffaries  of  the  Demon, 

The  facts  dated  are  incontrovertible,  the  only  queftion. 
that  can  come  under  difcuffion.  is,  whether  thefe  monks 
were  obliged  to  perform  their  vows,  or  not ;  this  quefli- 
on  might,  with  fome  propriety,  he  difcuffed  in  the  School 
of  Epicurus.  :  he  is  not  a  chrillian  who  doubts  it  it  h 
an 'anxioni  in  morality,  that  a  man,  who,  free  from  con- 
ikaint,  promifes  what  is  good,  in  kfelf,  lawful  and  pofll- 
b!e,  is  obliged  to-  perform  hh  promife  ;  that  continency 
is  good,  lawful,  pnilible,  andeven  laudable,  is  true,  or 
St.  Paul  was  a  falie  teacher  :  in  Ins  fifcft  epiftle  to  Corin- 
thians, vii,  -i,  the  apoRle  fays:  4t  it  is  good  for  a  man  riot- 
to  approach  a  wife.  ';  Kalon  anihropo  gunaikos  me  cttefibai9 ' 
and  he  adds,  v.  27  :  art  thou  not  bound  to  a  wife?  le~ 
iufa  a  pa  gunaikos  ;  do  not  feek  a  wife*9  me  -  zetel  gundika. 
lr  the  apoiile  called  that  which  is  bad,  unlawful  6r  impojfibh", 
or  if  he  exhorted,  Chrifuans  to  praclife  that  which 
is  bad,  unlawful  or  jnpoffible,  he-  was  a  falfe  teacher; 
aniinesnty,  therefore,  which  he  called  good,  to  \yhich  he 
exhorted  the  faithful*  is  neither  bad  in  itfeif,  unlawful 
nor  impoflible  ;  hence  k  maniruftly  follows.,  that  .thefe, 
reforming  monks,  and  priells,  and  all  thefe  nuns,  whom 
they  feduced  from  their  convents,  were  perjured  apof- 
tates  :  this  is  not  an  abfcrufe  queftion  ;  the  man  muil 
be  unaccountably  ftupid,  who  does  not  conceive  it. 

In  thjs  epiftle  we  find  the  apoiile's  folutiou  of  fome 
difficulties,  propofed  to  him  by  the  Chrillians  of  Corinth  : 
*>  of  theft  things',, concerning  which  you  wrote  to  .  me  : 
it  is  good  for  a  man  not  to  approach  a  wife,  (or  woman) 
gunaikos  :  but  on  account  of  . fornication,  let  each  man 
have  his  own  wife,  and  each  woman  her  own  hufband," 
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Vii,  ?-2.  It  is  hardly  poffible  to  recommend  cdntinencj 
with  greater  force;  Pierius  was  juftified  when  he  faid 
that  Paul  publicly  preached  perpetual  con tinency  :  far 
the  apoflle  recommends  continency  even  in  the  married 
itate,  it  is  true,  he  requires  the  mutual  content  of  both 
parties,  for  without  it  that  virtue  is  not  regularly  'practi- 
cable in  ;he  married  fhte.  "  It  is  good,5'  fays  lie,  "  for 
a  man  not  to  approach  a  wife."  As  there  is  nothing 
Oppofite  to  good  but  evil,  and  the  conjugal  rights  ex- 
empt from  evil,  the  apoftle  may  be  underflood  by  the" 
term  kalon  gwf,  to  exprefs  the  idea  of  ufeful  or  expedient, 
this  is  the  greated  latitude  that  can  be  admitted  hence 
we  mud  conclude  that  though  conjugal  accefs  be  allowed 
to  prevent  a  very  great  evil,  that  is,  fornication,  it  is 
not  expedient  for  the  falvation  of  the  parties  ;  could  the 
apoftle  more  exprefsly  recommend  continency  ?  The  ap- 
prehenfion  of  evil  does  not  render  that  which  is  good  or 
expedient,  in  itfelf,  bad  or  inexpedient  ;  but  it  anthorifes 
that,  which  is  inexpedient,  to  prevent  what  is  criminal  % 
however  great  the  impediments  in  the  true  path,  it  is  bet- 
ter  to  perfevere  in  it,  than  deviate  from  it  ;  but  if  the  ap~ 
prehenfion  of  evil  be  removed,  a  wife  man  in  his  choice  of 
means  will  give  the  preference  to  that  which  is  good^ 
and  expedient  :  the  Hep  is  more  fteady  even  in  the  true 
path  when  all  impediments  are  removed.  The  apoftle 
continues  :  "  Let  the  hufband  render  unto  the  wife  due 
benevolence,  and  in  like  manner  the  wife  to  the  huf- 
band."  Benevolence  is  of  indifpenfable  nec'eility,  whether 
they  live  in  a  itate  of  continency  or  not,  hence  the  apdP 
tie  ftricll  y  enjoins  it,  and  immediately  adds*  "  the  wife 
has  not  the  power  of  her  own  body,  but  the  hufband, 
in  like  manner  the  hufbind  has  not  the  power  of  his  own 
body*  but  the  wife."  This  truth  prefuppofed,  he  fays  : 
"do  not  you  defraud  one  theother,if  it  be  not  by  mutual 
confent  for  a  time  for  the  exercife  of  fafting  and  prayer.'* 
This  obfervation  juftiues  the  truth  of  his  &v9t  a'flertion, 
that  it  is  not  expedient  for  a  man  to  approach  a  wife 
and  gives  weight  to  the  advice,  wh:ch  he  gives  to  the 
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unmarried,  to  perfevere  in  that  ftate  :  for  what  can  be: 
more  inexpedient  than  to  depend  on  the  will  of  another 
perfon  for  the  exercife  of  fafting  and  prayer,  which, 
however  defpifed  and  neglected  by  the  difciples  of  Epi- 
curus, was  thought  expedient  and  ufeful  by  Paul,  his 
fellow  ap,>ft!es,  and  their  difciples  ?  Yet,  however  inex- 
pedient conjugal  accefs,  it  is  lawful,  and  may  prevent  a 
great  evil,  hence  the  apoftle  permits  them  to  refume  the 
exercife  of  their  marriage  righcs  after  they  have  fpent 
fome  time  in  fading  and  prayer,  <s  left,"  fays  he,  "  Satan 
tempt  you  on  account  of  your  incontinency."  To  con- 
vince them  that  their  return  to  thefe  rights,  from  which 
they  had  abftained  by  mutual  confent,  was  not  a  duty,  the 
apoftle  declares  it  to  be  limply  a  permiflion  and  indul- 
gence :  "  this  I  fay  according  to  permiffion,  not  accord- 
ing to  precept  :  touto  de  lego  kata  Sugnomen  on  ka?  epita- 
genJ'  The  apoftle  exhorts  to  what  is  good  and  expedi- 
ent, and  he  permits  what  is  inexpedient  but  to  prevent  a 
great  evil  :  in  the  enfuing  words  the  apoftle  explains  his 
thoughts  without  referve' :  64  I  would  have  all  men  to  be 
as  I  am  rnyfelf*"  The  apoftle  was  not  dependant  on  the 
will  of  another  :  he  was  fole  m  after  of  his  will,  as  he  was 
of  his  body,  which  he  chaftifed  with  ftripes  and  reduced 
to  fervitude,  left  wluift  he  preached  to  others  he  mould 
himfelf  be  reprobated.  Alia  upopiazo  to  Joma  mou  kai  dou- 
lagagb  me  pas  allots  ksruxas  autos  adokimos  genetai.  The 
apoftle*  if  we  believe  himfelf,  thought  thefe  auftei  ities, 
which  chaftife  the  body  and  keep  it  in  a  ftate  of  fubjecti- 
on,  indifpenfably  neceffary  to  avoid  perdition  ;  our  mo- 
dern reformilis  think  them  unprofitable.  Southwell,  who 
could  not  think  of  informing  his  readers  that  the  apoftle 
ufed  ftripes  to  punifti  himfeif,  it  has  fuch  a»  appearance 
of  popifh  fuperftition,  tranflates  upopiazo,  I  keep  under.  Let 
liis  reader  confult  Schrevelius*  lexicon,  he  will  find 
"  up'piazo"  plagis  contundo,  domo,  validis  ietibus  fubjiclo 
reluclantem.  The  reader  will  pardon  this  ftiort  digreflion, 
as  St.  Paul  was  well  aware  that  it  is  better  to  continue 
in  the  true  path>  though  rendered  difficult  by  number- 
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Jcfs  impediments  than  to  ftray  from  it  entirely,  he  pet* 
mits  married  perfons  to  enjoy  the  privileges  of  their  ftate* 
warns  them  of  their  danger,  and  intimates  his  wiflij 
that,  to  remove  all  impediments,  they  would  by  mutual 
confent  live  in  a  ftate  of  continency, €6  that  they,  who  have 
wives;  may  be  as  not  having  them*9 

After  giving  his  inftructions  to  perfons  engaged  in  the 
married  ftate,  the  apoftle  inftru&s  thofe  who  are  free, 
from  fuch  an  engagement  :  "  but  I  fay  to  the  unmar- 
ried and  to  widows :  it  is  good  for  them  if  they  perfevere> 
as  I  do  ;  but  if  they  do  not  contain  themfelves  let  them 
marry  ;  for  it  is  better  to  marry  than  burn.'*    As  in 
his  inftruction  to  married  perfons  he  permits  the  ufe  of 
marriage  not  as  good  or  expedient,  but  through  the  ap- 
prehension of  danger,  as  a  part  of  the  cargo  is  fometimeS 
thrown  into  the  lea  to  fave  the  veffel  from  finking,  fo, 
in  his  inftruction  to  the  unmarried,  he  per  nits  the  con- 
tract for  the  fame  reafon,  "  if  they  do  not  contain  them- 
felves let  them  marry  ;  for  it  is  better  to  marry  than 
burn"  (be  burned).    Southwell's  verfion  of  this  paffage, 
befides   being  horribly  impious,  infults  mankind  :  he 
makes  the  apoftle  fay  :  "  if  they  cannot  contain  themfelves9* 
What  !  Is  it  that  there  are  Chriftians  who  cannot  con- 
tain themfelves  ?  A  young  woman  who  cannot  be  marri- 
ed in  early  life,  or  according  to  her  rank  in  fociety,  muft 
fhe  proftitute  herfelf  ?  There  is  no  mean  :  (he  muft  con- 
tain herfelf,  or  proftitute  herfelf.    A  wife  in  the  abfence 
of  her  hufband,  or  ahufband  in  the  abfence  of  his  wife, 
muft  they  break  their  promife  of  fidelity  ?  What  impu- 
dence to  aflert  it  ?  If  the  apoftle  had  faid  it,  hisepiftle 
would  never  have  found  a  place  amongft  canonical  wrU 
tings.    Southwell  calumniates  the  apoftle  :*he  gives  his 
deluded  readers  the  fuggeftions'  of  the  Demon  of  un- 
cieannefs  for  the  docrrine  of  the  God  of  Truth  and  Sanc- 
tity.   Thefe   are  the  fcriptures  to  which  our  modern 
Reformifts  invite  their  readers  !  In  thefe  they  muft  find 
the  faith  without  which  it  is  impoftible  to  pleafe  God! 
The  words  of  the  apoftle  are  fo  clearly  intelligible  that 
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they  cannot  be  milunderftood,  this .impious  veriion  -Ts$ 
therefore;  an  intended  falfhood  :  ei  de  ouk  egkrateuontai. 
gamefaiofari)  "  if  they  do  not  contain  themfelves,  let  them 
marry."  The  apoftle  permits  marriage  to  prevent 
crimes  ;  he  does  not  prefcribe  it  as  a  preservative  againft 
temptations  :  for  a  temptation  however  great  docs  not 
burn,  it  is  the  confent  of  the  will,  which  conftituies  the 
crime,  it  is  the  crime  which  burns,  not  the  temptation, 
which  may  be  repelled,  The  alternatives  mew  how 
ftrongly  prepoffeffed"  the  apoftle  was  againft  the  matri- 
monial (late,  confidered  as  an  impediment  in  the  way  of 
ialvation,  though  he  admitted  it  to  be  lawful  and  honora- 
ble. After  giving  fome  inftruclions  to  Chriliians,  who 
were  engaged  in  marriage  to  Heathens  before  their  con- 
verllon  to  the  faith,  St.  Paul  refumes  ;he  cotnparifon  be- 
tween the  married  and  the  unmarried  dates,  and  mod 
.perfuafively  recommends  the  latter  :  "  concerning  vir- 
gins/5 fays  he,  6i  a  ■commandment  of  the  Lord!  have 
not  ;  but  a  cou nfel .  I  give  as  having  received  mercy  from 
the  Lord  to  be  faithful,  I  think  therefore  this  to  be 
good  on  account  of  inftant  necefiny  ;  becaufe  it  is  good 
for  a  man  to  be  fo.  Art  thou  bound  to  a  wife  ?  Seek  not  to 
be  loofed*  Art  thou  not  bound  10  a  wife  ?  Do  not  Jtek  a 
wife."  What  could  the  apoftle  fay  more  ?  Could  he 
direct,  married  men  to  difmifs  their  wives  ?  It  would 
have  been  impious.  Could  he  order  unmarried  men  to 
deiift  from  engaging  in  the  matrimonial  ftate/:  no,  he 
had  no  fuch  precept  from  the  Lord.  It  is  a  maxim  that 
what  is  not  forbidden  is  lawful,  however  inconvenient 
or  inexpedient  it  may  be,  the  apoftle  therefore  permits 
what  is  lawful  though  inexpedient,  and  advifes  that 
which  is  alio  lawful,  and  expedient  :'"  if,"  continues 
he,  '*  thou  marry,  thou  haft  not  finned  ;  and  if  a 
virgin  marry,  foe  hath  not  fmned  ;  but  fuch  will 
have  tribulation  in  the  fiefti  ;  and  I  fpare  you  "  The 
apoftle  had  already  urged  one  motive  to  engage  the  un- 
married to  perfevere  in  a  ftate  of  continency  :  becaufe  it 
is  expedient  for  falvation  to  be  abfolutely  independent  on 
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the  will  of  another.  To  this  motive,  which  is  a  ftrong 
inducement  to  embrace  a  ftate  of  continency,  he  adds 
another,  which  deters  a  judicious,  man  from  the  matri- 
rnoriial  ftate— the  married  will  have  tribulation  in  the 
flefh  ;  and  I  fpare  you.  There  are  crofles  in  the  married 
ftate,  and  mortifications  unavoidable*  which  the  apoftle 
e'xprefles  with  great  energy,  calling  them  "  tribulation  in 
ibefi:jh'\  t  blip  fin  de  tefark'u  Of  thefe  he  warned  his  dis- 
ciples, exprefiing  his  wifh  that  they  fhould  avoid  them, 
"  / Jpare you"  In  his  reply, to  the  firft  queftion  he  ad- 
vifed  continency  by  mutual- confent,  becaufe  it  is  expe- 
dient for  falvation.  After  giving  directions  to  the  un- 
married* he  prefTes  the  fame  advice  on  this -general  mo- 
tive :  64  becaufe  the  time  is  contracted,"- 6  6ti  b  kairos S^ntf' 
talmermi?  it  therefore  remains  that  they  who  have  wives 
be  as  not  having  them."  ,  . .  .  cs  The  figure  of  this  world 
panes,  I  would  have  you  free  from  folicitude,  the  un- 
married man  is  folicitous  about  the  things  of  the  Lord, 
how  to  pleafe  the  Lord  ;  but  the  married  man  is  folici- 
tous. about  the  things  of  the  world,  how  to  pleafe  the 
wife." 

The  apoftle  did  not  think  the  benediction  conferred  on 
our  firft  parents  to  people  the  world,  (a  benediction  not 
confined  to  mankind  exclufively  ;  for  it  was  given  in  the 
fame  terms  to  the  beifts  of  the  field)  a  precept  which 
obliged  their  defendants,  now  that  the  World  is  full  of 
people  ;  he  thought  it  full  time  to  thirrkof  peopling  that 
world,  for  which  >  we  were  originally  intended,  hence 
with  all  his  powers  of  perfuafion  he  advifed  his  difciples 
to  begin  here  on  earth  that  ftate  of  perfect  continency 
which  will  continue  for  ever  hereafter:  "  when  they 
fhall  rife  from  the  dead,  they  neither  marry  nor  are  given 
in  marriage,  bur  are  as  the  angels  who  are  in  Heaven," 
—  Mirk  xii,  25.  If  the  ftate  of  the  Elect  after  the  Re- 
furrection  be  a  ftate  of  perfection,  which  no  Chriftian 
Will  prefume  to  deny,  perpetual  continency  is  therefore 
a  perfection.  Hence  follow  two  confequences,  the  firft 
that  the  apoftle  was  juftified  in  recommending  it,  the 
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fecond  that  he  who  condemns  it  is  not  aChriftian.  What 
will  be  the  fate  of  thefe  facrilegious  monks  who  renounc- 
ed it  ?  Or  what  the  fate  of  their  fucceffors,  who  fo  ftrenu- 
oufly  endeavour  to  continue  the  delufion  ? 

There  are  ecclefiaftics  in  the  Greek  church  in  commu- 
nion with  the  See  of  Rome,  engaged  in  the  matrimonial 
ftate.  Yes,  but  they  are  engaged  before  their  admiffion 
to  orders,  and  are  never  allowed  to  contract  a  fecond 
engagement,  nor  are  they  permitted  to  afcend  to  the 
epifcopal  order  in  the  enjoyment  of  that  privilege,  which 
the  perfevering  importunity  of  the  Greeks,  after  re- 
peated refufals,  at  length  extorted  on  fome  unlucky  day. 
In  the  year  69 1,  about  eleven  years  after  the  fixth  Ge- 
neral Council,  fome  prelates  afiembled  at  Conftantinopie, 
in  the  hall  of  the  palace  called  Trullus,  and,  afluming 
the  name  of  a  Council,  though  not  called  by  proper  au- 
thority, nor  acknowledged,  they  pretended  to  make  ca- 
nons of  difcipline,  which  the  fifth  and  fixth  General 
Councils  had  not  done,  hence  that  Affembly  was  called 
by  the  Greeks  Penthekte,  and  by  the  Latins  Sguinifextum. 
In  their  third  canon  they  fay  ;  "  the  Romans  are  attach- 
ed to  the  exaclnefs  of  rule;  they  who  depend  on  the  See 
of  Constantinople  have  more  condefcenfion,  we  combine 
both  in  order  to  avoid  excefs,  wherefore  they  who  have 
been  twice  married  before  the  15th  of  January  of  the 
lafl  fourth  indiction  of  the  year  *6 1 99,  fhall  be  depofed  ; 
they  whofe  marmges  have  been  diflblved  before  that 
day,  {hall  be  continued  in  their  rank,  but  interdicted 
from  all  functions  ;  in  future  we  renew  the  canon,  which 
prohibits  the  ordination  of  biftiop,  prieft  or  deacon,  or 
of  any  perfon  in  whatever  rank  in  the  Clergy,  who 
mail  have  been  twice  married,  or  who  (hall  have  had  a 
concubine  after  baptifm,  or  who  fliall  have  married  a 
widow,  or  a  divorced  woman,  or  a  courtezan,  a  Have,  or 
a  comedian."  This  is  a  renewal  of  the  16th  and  17th  of 
the  apoftolkal  canons  which  are  thus  exprefled,  16th:  he, 
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who  after  baptifm  has  been  engaged  in  two  marrriages, 
or  has  had  a  concubine,  cannot  be  a  biftiop,  prieft  or  dea- 
con, or  finally  of  the  facerdotal  catalogue,  44  ex  Covfortio 
facerdotali" — 17th:  he,  who  has  married  a  widow,  or 
a  woman  feparated  from  her  hufband  by  a  divorce,  or  a 
proftitute,  or  a  flave,  or  any  of  thefe  women  engaged  in 
the  public  fliews,  cannot  be  a  biftiop,  prieft,  or  deacon, 
or  of  the  facerdotal  community. " 

The  Affembly  continues  :  "  as  it  is  found  in  the  ca- 
nons, that  readers  and  choirifters  only  are  allowed  to 
marry  after  their  firft  admiffion,  we  forbid  all  fub- 
deacons,  deacons,  and  priefts  to  marry  under  the  penal- 
ty of  depofition  ;  if  therefore  any  of  them  deftre  to  mar- 
ry let  them  do  it  before  they  enter  into  any  of  thefe  or- 
ders/' The  canon  to  which  they  allude  is  the  26th  of 
the  apoftolical  canons  it  is  thus  conceived  :  44  of  thefe 
who  unmarried  are  entered  amongft  the  clergy,  *  qui 
Ccelibes  in  Gleram  pervenerunt,'  we  order  that  readers  only 
and  choirifters  may  marry  if  they  vyiH." 

The  affembly  of  Trullus  fay  in  their  1  (thcan.be- 
caufe  we  know  that  in  the  church  of  the  Romans  it  is 
tradition  in  the  order  of  the  canon  :  44  epeide.ente  Romaion 
ekkUfia  en  taxei  Kanonis  paradedoflhai  diegnonien"  that 
they,  who  are  to  be  ordained  bimops,  priefts  or  deacons, 
muft  confefs  that  they  will  not  cohabit  with  their  wives  ; 
but  we,  following  the  perfection  of  the  ancient  apoftolical 
canon,  defire  that  the  marriages  of  thefe,  who  are  in  holy 
orders,  fubfift  without  depriving  them  of  the  company 
of  their  wives  but  in  the  proper  times  ;  fo  that  if  any 
one  be  thought  worthy  to  be  ordained  fub-deacon,  dea- 
con or  prieft,  he  ftiall  not  be  excluded  on  account  of  be- 
ing engaged  in  lawful  marriage,  and  at  the  time  of  his 
ordination  he  {hail  not  be  required  to  abftain  from  the 
company  of  his  wife,  not  to  dimonour  marriage,  which 
God  has  inftituted  and  blefied  with  his  company  ;  we 
know  alfo  that  the  Fathers  of  the  Council  of  Carthage 
have  ordered,  that  fub- deacons,  deacons  and  priefts, mould 
abftain  from  their  wives,   according   to  proper  terms, 
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fchar  following  the  apoftolical  tradition  we  may  obferve 
the  time  of  every  thing,  principally  of  fafting  and  pray- 
er :  for  it  is  neceffary  that  they,  who  approach  the  altar, 
fhould  be  perfectly  continent  at  the  time  when  they 
touclhhoiy  things,  that  their  prayers  may  be  heard." 
The  canons  which  they  cite,  is  the  fifth  of  the  apoftoli- 
cal  and  the  3d  canon  of  the  Council  of  Carthage,  already 
cited,  both  mifunderftood  or  miftated,  and  manifeftly 
diftorted  from  the  intended  fenfe  :  the  apoftolical  canon 
fays  : "  let  not  the  bifhop,  prieft  or  deacon,  reject  his  wife 
under  the  pretext  of  religion. ;  if  he  rejects  her,  let  him 
be  fecluded  from  the  communion,  and  if  he  perfeveres 
let  him  be  depofed.5'  The  canon  was  u  nder.fi  oo'd  at  all 
times,  and  by  all  churches,  before  this  affembly  aukward- 
]y  attempted  to  diftort  it,  to  prohibit  bifiiops, 1  priefts 
and  deacons,  affumed  to  the  miniftry  on  their  promife 
of  continency,  from  difiniffing  their  wives  from  their 
care  \  they  were  ft r icily  obliged  to  provide  them  with, 
all  the  neccftaries  of  life. 

The  canon  of  the  Councilof  Carthage  is  imitated  per- 
haps through  the  ignorance  of  their  interpreter:  it  is 
thus  conceived  :  feC  it  is  decreed  that  bifiiops,  priefts  and 
deacons  according  to  former  ftatutes,  '  fecund um  priora 
Jiatuia?  abfiain  from  wiyes  ;  if  not,  let  them  be  re- 
moved from  the  ecclefiafticai  office. "  The  interpreter 
to  the  afiembly,  whether  through  ignorance  or  malice 
is  doubtful,  tranftates  the  Latin  terms  friora Jtqiuia  for- 
rner  ftatutes  by  the,  Greek  terms  idious  orous  which  fig- 
nify  proper  terms,  and  the  afiembly  concludes  that  the 
eba-iadon  of  continency  was  confined  to  certain  times, 
that  is,  as  they  explain  it,  to  the  times  of  their  miniftry 
in  the  church,  which  is  not  continual  in  the  Greek 
church  as  it  is  in  the  Latin  church. 

"r.  ril  attempts  at  innovation,-  inconfittencjes  are  un- 
sle  :  tin  Afiembly  of  Trullus  gives  a  ftriking  in- 
fiance  of  this  truth  :  the  canons,  which  they  cite,  fpeak 
in  the  Time  manner  of  the  biftiop,  prieft  and  deacon  ;  and 
in  that  ienie  they  were  always  undcrftood.    Leo  I.  in ,  his 
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epiftle  to  Rufticiis,  bifhop  of  Nofbornne,  written  in 
"the  year  443,  that  is  248  years  before  this  Synod  of 
Truilus  was  afTembled,  fays  :  "  the  law  of  continency  is 
the  fame  for  the  minifters  of  the  altar,  as  it  is  for  the 
bifhops  and  prieds,  who  whilft  laymen  or  readers  might 
lawfully  marry,  but  when  they  entered  into  thefe  orders, 
what  before  was  lawful,  began  to  be  unlawful,  where- 
fore that  a  carnal  marriage  may  be  converted  into  a 
fpiritual  marriage,  they  mud  not  difmifs  their  wives, 
but  have  them  as  if  they  had  them  not,  Co  that  charity 
may  co.ntinue>  and  the  ufe  of  marriage  rights  may  ceaie." 
— Epi.  99,  cap.  3.  The  AlTembly  of  Trullus  acknow- 
ledges that  thefe  canons  forbid  the  bifhop  to  cohabit  with 
his  wife.  Why  not  the  prieft  and  deacon  ?  The  canons 
make  no  didinclion  :  they  fay,  can.  11th,  kt  Having 
learned  that  in  Africa  and  other  places  there  are  bifhops> 
who  make  no  difficulty  of  cohabiting  with  their  wives 
after  their  ordination,  to  the  great  fcandal  of  the  people, 
(by  the  bye  they  did  not  think  that  a  bifhop  mull  be  a 
wived  man)  we  forbid  them  to  do  fo  in  future,  under 
penalty  of  depofition  ;"and  in  the  48th  can.  they  fay  : 
"that  the  wife  of  him,  who  is  to  be  admitted  into  the 
epifcopal  order,  being  feparated  from  him  by  mutual 
confent,  after  his  ordination  mall  enter  into  a  monaftery 
dittant  from  the  place  of  the  bifhop's  refidence,  who 
lhall,  notwithftanding,  provide  for  her  fubfidence  :"  a 
provifion  for  her  fubfidence  was  at  all  times  indifpenfa- 
ble,  when  the  hufband  was  affumed  to  the  minidry  with 
the  wife's  confent,  without  Vher  confent  he  could  not  be. 
admitted.  Humbert,  in  his  reply  to  Nicetas,  a  petulant 
Greek,  fays  :  "  we  confefs  that  it  is  not  lawful  for  a  bi- 
fhop, prieft,  or  deacon,  on  pretext  of  religion,  to  difmifs 
his  wife'  from  his  care,  that  is,  that  he  mud  iupply  her 
with  food  and  raiment,  but  he  mud  not  cohabit  with  her 
in  the  uiual  manner.  Thus  we  read  the  apoftles  to  have 
done.  The  apoftle  Paul  fays,  id  Cor.  ix,  have  we  nor 
the  power  of  conducting  about  a  fitter  woman  adelphen  ] 
gunaika  as  xhz  other  apoftles  and  the  brothers  of  the 
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Lord,  and  Cephas,  fee^  you  fool,  continues  Humbert,  tha 
apoftle  does  not  fay :  "have  we  not  the  power  of [cohabiting 
with  a  filler  woman,  but  of  conducting  her  about  that  me 
might  be  fupported  at  their  expence,  not  that  the  ufe 
of  marriage  might  fubfift  between  them."  Our  reform- 
ifts  tranflate  the  ttrms—adelphen^gunaika—z  fifter,  a  wife,, 
to  induce  a  belief  that  the  apoftle  was  married,  though  he 
himfelf  attefts  the  contrary  $  fo  untenable  is  error,  that 
every  attempt  to  fupport  it  is  fruitlefs  :  the  verfion,  fup^ 
pofed  true,  condemns  them  :  for  the  terms  fijler  and 
wife  cannot  be  underftood  of  the  fame  woman  in  any 
other  fenfe  but  this,  that  me  who  is  a  wife  is  become  as 
a  fitter*  That,  however,  is  not  the  genuinefenfe  :  the 
term  addphen,  fijler ',  is  aflumed  as  an  adjective,  and  fig- 
nifies  a  cbrij}ian>  adelphen  gunaikai  achriflian  woman. 

The  reader,  accuftomed  to  the  railing  of  every  fcrib- 
bler  againft  that  popifh  fuperftition  coritinency,  will  be 
furpriied  to  find  that  this  virtue  of  late  invention,  the 
propagation  of  the  human  fpecies,  fo  indifpenfably  ne- 
ceffary,  and  fo  pioufly  obferved  by  all  the  minifters  of  the 
new  fchool  was  noc  known  to  the  primitive  church  \ 
that  the  Affembly  of  Trulius,  in  all  their  refearches,  could 
find  nothing  in  antiquity  to  countenance  their  innova- 
tion but  thefe  two  canons  which  they  could  not  fit  to 
their  purpofs  ;  nor  was  the  innovation  fo  very  great  in 
appearance  :  it  only  extended  to  permit  priefts,  deacons* 
and  fub  deacons,  to  cohabit  with  the  wives,  which  they 
had  married  before  their  ordination,  and  obliged  them 
to  abftain  during  the  terms  of  their  miniftering.  How- 
ever, from  them  we  learn  that  concinency  in  the  Cler- 
gy was  the  invariable  rule  of  the  Roman  church  ;  "  we 
have  known,"  fay  they,  "  that  it  is  delivered  in  the 
order  of  the  canon  en  iaxsi  kmonis,  that  they  who  are  to- 
be  ordained  deacons  or  priefts  muft  profefs  that  they 
will  not  cohabit  with  their  wives  ;  this,  therefore,  was 
the  invariable  rule  until  the  year  691,  when  the  Synod 
of  Trulius  was  aifembled,  lince  that  time  the  fact  is  in- 
difputable  :  this  innovation  in  univerfal  discipline  made 
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by  the  Synod  of  Trullu?,  was  feverely  cenfured  by  the 
Latin  church.  Humbert,  legate  to  Leo  IX.  in  his  refu- 
tation of  Nicetas'  libel  againft  the  Latins,  fays  :  "Iatn 
not  lurprifed  that  you  impute  to  Pope  Agatho,  and  the 
venerable  Fathers  of  the  fixth  Synod,  your  own  ravings, 
and  the  canons,  which  you  have  corrupted  or  forged, 
fince  you  impute  fictions  to  our  Lord  Jefus  himfelf  and 
to  his  apoftles.  Knowing  that  the  fixth  Synod  was  affem- 
bled  to  fupprefs  the  herefy  of  Greek  monothelites,  not 
to  give  new  conftitutions  to  the  Romans,  we  entirely 
refute  thefe  chapters,  which  you  obtrude  under  its  au- 
thority, becaufe  the  firft  and  the  Apoltolical  See  has  not 
at  any  time  received  them,  nor  hitherto  obferved  them." 

Anaftafius,  the  librarian,  in  his  preface  to  the  feventh 
Synod,  lays :  "  of  the  regulations,  which  the  Greeks 
pretend  to  have  been  made  in  the  fixth  Synod,  thefe 
only  are  received  in  this,  which  are  found  not  to  be: 
contrary  to  former  canons^  or  decrees  of  the  venerable 
pontiffs  of  this  Holy  See,  or  to  good  morals.  Though 
hitherto  they  have  remained  totally  unknown  to  the 
Latins,  becaufe  they  have  not  been  tranfiated,  nor  are 
they  found  in  the  archives  of  the  other  patriarchal  Sees, 
though  they  ufe  the  Greek  language  ;  becaufe  when  they 
were  patted  none  of  thefe  was  found  promulgating,  con- 
senting or  even  prefent,  though  the  Greeks  fay  that  the 
fame  Fathers  who  compofed  the  fixth  Synod  publifhed 
them,  but  this  they  cannot  prove  by  any  authentic  do- 
cument." 

Independently  on  this  teftimony  of  Anaftathts,  who 
firft  tranfiated  the  acts  of  that  Affembly,  we  have  their 
own  acknowledgement  :  they  fay  in  their  addrefs  to 
Juftinian  Rhinotmetus,  then  emperor  :  46  whereas  the 
moft  holy  and  univerfal  Synods,  the  fifth  under  Juftinian 
Auguftus,  and  the  fixth  under  Conftantine  Auguftus, 
your  Father,  after  declaring  the  myftery  of  faith  from 
the  Fathers,  Patrokas,  did  not  make  canons  as  the  other 
four  univerfal  Synods  did." 

The  pretence  of  the  Greeks  that  the  fame  prelates 
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who  cbmpofed  the  fixih  Synod  were  prefeht  at  the  AC 
fembly  of  Trull  us,  is  totally  unfounded  :  Tharaffius  of 
Conftantinople,  and  teeter  of  Nicomedia,  in  the  fourth 
action  of  the  feventh  Synod,  admitted,  that  four  or  five 
years  intervened  between  the  dffiolution  of  the  fixth 
Synod  and  the  commencement  of  the  Aflembly  of  Tru'l- 
lus.  Fleury  fays  eleven  years  intervened,  Anaftatins 
better  mformed  than  Fleury,  fays  that  twenty  feven  years 
had  paft,  and  hfs  teftimony  is  fuppdrted  by  Theophanes, 
who  was  prefent  at  the  feventh  Synod,  in  the  year  y  ty* 

Whatever  modern  Greeks  may  think  of  the  autho- 
rity of  that  Affembly  over  the  diftricfc  immediately  fub- 
jecl  to  the  patriarchal  See  of  Conftantinople,  its  difpo- 
fitions  could  have  no  force  in  the  other  patriarchates,, 
From  the  innovation  then  introduced  by  the  authority 
of  that  Synod  we  conclude,  with  unerring  certainty, 
that  it  was  invariably  the  rule ,  with  Greeks  as  well  as 
Latins,  that  a  profeflion  of  continency  was  exacted  from 
all  thefe,  who,  in  a  married  ftate,  were  admitted  to  holy 
orders.  Of  the  Latins  there  can  be  -no  doubt  :  the 
Aflembly  acknowledges  it.  Of  the  Greeks  it  is  equally 
certain  :  for  if  the  privilege  of  cohabiting  with  their 
wives  had  been  enjoyed  by  their  priells  and  deacons 
before,  they  would  not  then  have  granted  it. 

The  writer  has  been  induced  to  difcufs  this  article 
accurately,  in  order  to  undeceive,  not  this  Edinburgh 
caftigator,  for  men  who  endeavour  to  embarrafs  truth 
in  order  to  deceive  are  not  to  be  undeceived,  biit  fome 
Catholics  who  fee m  to  think  the  promife  of  continency^ 
which  the  church  exacts  of  her  minifiers,  a  fevere  re- 
ftraint,  and  exprefs  an  opinion  that  to  effect,  a  reconcili- 
ation it  might,  perhaps  ought,  to  be  removed  in  favour 
of  certain  nations.  The  writer  has  no  opinion  on  the 
fubjecl:  :  he  confines  himfelf  to  fhew  that,  this  difcipline, 
however  fevere  it  may  appear,  is  of  primeval  ihftitution, 
authorifed  by  the  example,  and,  he  believes  with  Beilar- 
mine,  by  the  precept  of  the  apoftles,  fiddly  obferved  by 
all  thefe  lights  of  the  church,  whom  we  call  Fathers. 
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Our  caftigator,  whofc  fagacity  is  not  confined  to  thefe 
beings,  on  which  his  turbid  imagination  beftows  an  ex- 
igence, difcovers  that  papifts  are  the  only  people,  who 
claim  infallibility  as  diftinclive  of  the  true  church  :  "  if 
infallibility  ue  the.  diftinguifhing  charaeteriftic ,  of.  the 
true  church,  how  then,"  fays  he,  p.  193,  "  wa>s  it  never 
claimed  by  any  but  papifts  flnee  the  apoftles'  days, 
though  heretics  in  all  ages  have  declared  thernfelves  to 
be  the  true  church  of  Chrift?"  It  is  therefore  \  the  ■ 
characleriftic  of  an  heretical  conventicle  to  declare  itfeljf-; 
the  true  church  of  Chrift  without  claiming  the  prOroga- 
tive  oi  infallibility.  So  fays  the  cafligator.  Does  the 
man  underftand  himfelf  ?  Be  admits  that  papifts,  iince 
the  apoftles*  days,  did  claim  infallibility  of  deciflon  as 
diftinclive  of, the  true  church,  and  that  this  claim  was 
not  made^  by  any  hereticie  conventicle  ;  papifts,  there-^ 
fore,  are  not  to.  be  numbered  aniongft  feels  :  they  make 
the  claim,  which  no  feci  has  made,  and  they  have  con- 
tinued to  make  this  ctaim  lince  the  apoftles*  days  ;  it  is 
therefore  of  apoftolical  original.  Thus  he  inadvertently 
and  injudicioufty  informs  his  readers,  that  this  doctrine 
of  infallibility  has  been  invariably  taught  in  the  true 
church  of  jefus  Chrift,  and  denied  by  all  fectaries  ;  to 
gratify  his  curiofity,  the  writer- affigns  a  very  fimple  rea* 
fon  why  infallibility  of  doclrine  is  claimed  by  papifts,  as 
he~ calls  us  catholics,  and  difclaimed  by  all  fectaries.  We 
believe  the  truth  of  Chrift's  words  ;  and  we  know'  that 
he  promifed  to  be  with  thefe  paftors  and  teachers,  whom 
he  gives  to  his  church  for  the  perfection  of  the  faints,  for 
the  work  of  the  miniftry,  until  the  confummation  ;  and 
we  know  alfo  that  it  is  not  by  falfe  doclrine  that  the 
faints  are  perfected  : . "  they,  who  worfhip  God  mud 
worfhip  him  in  fpirit  and  tru.h"*— John  iy,.  24.  Sec- 
taries make  no  fuch  claim,  for  reafons  equally  fimple  : 
the  firft,  becaufe  Chrift  has  promifed  them  nothing,  if 
not  puniftiment  for  difobedience  ;  and  the  fecond,  which 
bears  no  reply  j  becaufe  the  leaders  of  all  feels  muft  pre- 
tend to  correct  errors  j  they  iftuft  therefore  in  felf- 
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defence  deny  the  infallibility  of  Chrift's  church  ;  if  they 
acknowledged  it  infallible  there  could  be  no  errors  to 
correct  ;  and  to  claim  for  a  fed  or  conventicle  of  their 
pwn  invention,  a  prerogative,  which  they  are  forced  to 
refufe  to  the  church  of  Chrift's  inftitution  would  expofe 
them  to  the  contempt  of  their  followers.  From  this 
principle,  which  all  fectaries  muft  adopt,  two  truths  are 
manifeftly  deduced,  which  render  herefy  inexcufable, 
the  firft  that  fince  the  teachers  of  any  feci;  whatever  are 
fo  far  from  pretending  to  infallible  doctrine,  that  they 
profefledly  difclaim  it,  the  doctrine,  which  they  teach  is 
meer  conjecture ;  which  may  or  may  not  be  true,  as  is 
the  nature  of  ail  conjectures,  this  truth  is  not  to  be  elu- 
ded ;  and  the  fecond  is  irrefiftible,  that  it  is  not  the 
doctrine  of  jems  Chrift  :  for  his  doctrine  is  infallibly 
true,  in  it  there  is  no  conjecture. 

Our  caftigator,  who  knows  no  other  principle  of  proof 
but  unblulhing  confidence  in  aftertion,  refting  on  the  au- 
thority of  his  fpirit  of  divination,  "  thus  faith  ob.53  or  of 
fome  garbled  extract,  fitted  to  hispurpofe,  tells  us,  that 
thepractife  of  papifts  is  contrary  to  the  laws  of  nature 
and  of  Chrift,  p.  193.  Papifts  reply  that  calumny  is 
contrary  to  the  firft  law  of  nature,  which  heathens  ex-  * 
prefled  in  thefe  few  words  :  "  do  not  to  another  what 
you  would  not  wifti  him  to  do  to  you  they  add  that 
the  father  of  lies  is  emphatically  called  a  Galiunniator. 
Is  the  epithet  applicable  to  his  ob  I  In  the  fame  page  he 
fays  that  the  Church  of  Rome  rejected  parts  of  the  canon 
of  fcripture  which  the  Council  of  Trent  recognifed,  and 
adds  that  the  Council  of  Trent  admitted  into  the  canon 
books  which  were  declared  to  be  no  part  of  the  word 
of  God.  Thefe  affertions  are  fimply  faife,  his  ob.  has 
deceived  him.  When  he  (hall  think  it  convenient  to 
fpecify  thefe  books  rejected  by  the  church  of  Rome,  and 
recognifed  by  the  Council  of  Trent,  and  aflign  fome  rea- 
fops  befides  the  authority  of  his '  ob.  the  writer  will  dif- 
cufs  them.  The  apoftle  Paul  he  fays,  prohibited  the  ufe 
of  an  unknown  tdngue  in  the  church,  unlefs  accompa- 
nied 
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nied  by  an  interpreter.  He  calumniates  the  apoftle  as 
he  does  the  papifts  :  Sc.  Paul  directs  the  man,  who  fpeak* 
in  the  church  for  theinftruclion  or  edification  of  others, 
to  fpeak  the  language  which  they  underftand,  or  em- 
ploy an  interpreter  ;  if  there  be  no  interpreter  he  very 
judiciouily  orders  the  man  to  be  filent  as  to  the  people, 
to  fpeak  tc>  himfelf  and  to  Go.d  eautb  laleito,  kai  fothe'o^  lft 
Cor.  xiv,  28— he  does  not  prohibit  the  ufe  of  an  un- 
known tongue  ;  but  he  confines  it  to  its  proper  ufe. 
Mis  fpirit  of  divination  difcovers  an  inconiiftency  be* 
tween  this  pretended  prohibition  and  a  declaration  of  the 
Council  of  Tren?  :  the  Council/'  fays  he,  "  declared 
every  perfon  accuried,  who  fhould  fay  that  Mafs  ought 
to  be  celebrated  only  in  the  vulgar  tongue/'  He  calumni- 
ates the  Council,  as  he  does  the  apoftle  :  they  only  were 
anathematifed  who  £ay  that  k  is  contrary  to  the  inftitution 
of  Chrift  to  celebrate  the  mafs  in  any  other  but  the  vulgar 
tongue — fee  can.  9,  SefT  xxir.  He  feems  to  know  as 
much  of  the  mafs,  or  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  as  an  indian 
does  of  the  calculation  of  an  eclipfe.  Does  he  know  that 
the  public  inft  ruction  at  the  celebration  of  mafs  is  accor- 
ding to  St.  Paul's  injunction,  in  the  language  underftood 
by  the  people  2  That  all  the  prayers  of  the  Liturgy  are. 
addrefled  to  God,  who  underftands  all  languages  ?  That 
even  thefe  are  tranflated  in  catholic  prayer  books,  fo  that 
inftead  of  one  there  are  many  interpreters  in  the  Church 
at  the  fame  time  I  To  pafs  unnoticed  the  abfurdity  of 
calling  the  Latin  tongue,  an  unknown  languague  ;  is-that 
an  unknown  language,  of  which  a  gentleman  in  any 
country  would  blufh  to  acknowledge  his  ignorance  ? 
It  is  the  language  of  all  men  of  fcience,  •  of  all  nations, 
though  this  caftigator  and  his  ob*  may  not  underftand 
it.  .  ' 

"  The  fixth  General  Council,"  he  fays, <c  declared 
that  marriage  is  diflolved  by  jberefjf.'f^  Th,e  affertion  is 
falfe,  the  Council  made  no  fuch  declaration.  The  con- 
trary was  declared  by  the  Council  of  Trent.  True,  and 
juftiy,  though  this  caftigator  may  not  believe  it  ;  this 
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Council,  continues  the  cafligator,  decreed  that,  the  myi~ 
ijcal  benedictions*  lights,  incenfe,  garments  and  other 
frippery,  ufed  in  the  Mafs  were  apoilolicai  traditions. 
Why  not  cite  the  decree  ?  General  affertions  without 
any  reference  indicate  impofture.  There  is  no  decree 
of  the  Council  on  the  fubjecl.  In  the  fifth  chapter  of 
the  2id  fehion,  which  is  not  a  decree  but  a  iimple  ex- 
position of  facts,  the  prelates  fay  :  u  fuch  is  the  nature  of 
man  that  without  external  aicls  it  cannot  eafily  be  eleva- 
ted to  the  contemplation  of  divine  things,  hence  our  pious 
zn  other,  the  church,  has  inftituted  fome  rites,  as  that  fome, 
things  in  the  Mafs  be  pronounced  with  a  low  voice,  and 
Other  things  with  a  more  elevated  voice.  She  has  alfo 
employed  ceremonies,  as  myftical  benedictions,  lights,  in- 
cer;:e,  veflments,  and  many  other  things  of  that  kind, 
ftoig?  apoftoiicai  diicipline  and  tradition,  whereby  the 
jn^ieny  of  fo  great  a  facrifice  is  commended,  and  the 
minds  of  the  faithful  by  thefe  vifible  figns  of  religion 
yi&$  be  excited  to  the  contemplation  of  the  moft  high 
things,  \vhich  are  latent  in  this  facrifice.,,  The  prelates 
lay  that  in  the  Mais  the  church  employs  many  things 
from  apoftolicai  tradition,  bpt  does  not  {peeify  what 
thefe  things  are, "and,  hi  their  decree,  they  fay  :  "  if 
any  iii an  mall  fay  taat  the  ceremonies,  veftments,  and 
excernai  fens  which  the  Catholic  church  ufes  in  the  ce- 
lebration  of  Mafo,  are  rather  incentives  of  impiety, 
than  offices  of  piety,  let  him  be  anathematiied,"— can. 
7,  fefe.  1,2. 

In  oppoiition  to  the  authority  of  the  Council,  the. caf- 
tigator  cites  a  fpeech  from  Antoninus  of  Vaietilina,  which 
fills  a  page,  and,  whilll  it  fvvells  his  volume,  expofes 
both  his  ignorance  and  his  folly  :  Antoninus  fays  :  "  It 
is  plain,  from  all  hiftory,  that  every  church  antiently  had 
her  particular  rite  of  the  mafs  introduced  by  cuftom ;  that, 
to  gratify  the  Pope,  the  Roman  Rite  had  been  introduc- 
ed into  a  number  of  Provinces,  though  the  Rites  of  many 
Churches  are  (till  very  different  from  it  ;  that  the  Ro- 
man Rite  has  alfo  undergone  great  alterations,  as  is  evi- 
dent 
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dent  from  the  book  called  Ordo  Romanus ....  That  the 
vellments,  veffels*  and  other  ornaments  of  "priefts  and. 
akars,  appear,  from  hooks,  flatues  and  pictures,  to  have 
been  fo  much  altered,  that  were  the  ancients  to  return 
int*)  the  world,  they  would  not  know  them"  ....  Sup* 
pofing  the  whole  of  ■  Antoninus'  difcourfe  true,  "there  is 
nothing  in  it  inconhftent  with  the  declaration  of  the 
Council  ;  for  the  C  ouncil  did  not  fay  that  the  Ha- 
inan rite  was  the  only  rite  in  ufe  in  all  churches,  nor 
did  it  fay  that  the  Roman  rite  itfelf  underwent  no 
change,  on  the  contrary  it  ordered  that  flie  ancient  rite 
of  every  church  mould  be  ftriccly  obferved  in  that 
church  :  "  Retento  ubique  cujufque  Eccltefia  antiquo  riiu^ 
—chap.  3.  fefs  22,  fo  that  a  Greek  priefl  or  an  Arrneni. 
an,  though  in  communion  with  the  See  of  Rome  is  not 
allowed  to  celebrate  Mafs  according  to  the  Roman  rite; 
nor  in  the  Latin  tongue.  So  much  for- the  ignorance 
of  this  caftigator  ;  hear  now  his  folly  •  he  cites  a  tefti- 
mony  to  (hew  that  Mais  was  celebrated  in  all  church- 
es in  ancient  times,  but  that  each  church  had  a  rite 
peculiar  to  itfelf,  and  different  from  the  Roman  rite.  It 
was  not  therefore  from  the  Roman  church  that  thefe 
churches  borrowed  this  Mafs,  which  was  celebrated 
,in  all  churches  With  rites  differing  from  the  Roman 
rite,  and  in  many  in  a  language  which  the  Ro- 
mans did  not  underftand.  This  universal  agreement  in 
eiTentiass.  and  difference  in  accidental  rites,  (hew,  with 
irrefiftible  evidence,  that  this  Mafs,  which  the  cafcigater 
fo  pioufly  hates,  is  of  divine  inftitution  in  all  its  eifential 
parts,  and  the  accidental  rites  variable  according  to  cir- 
cumftances.  Another  conference  is  deduced  from  this 
fpeech  of  the  caftigator's  friend  Antoninus,  who  does  not 
feem  to  have  more  refpect  for  the  pope  than  he  ought 
to  have  :  he  fays  that  :  "  to  gratify  the  pope  the  Roman 
rite  had  been  introduced  into  . a  number  of  provinces. >} 
The  pontiff's  influence  therefore  was  great,  and  widely 
extended,'  fince,  to  gratify  his  holinefs,  a  number  of  pro- 
vinces fubltituted  the  Roman  rite  of  celebrating  the 
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Mafs,  to  the  rites  of  ancient  ufe,  in  their  own  church- 
es. 

Something  like  the  abortion  of  an  argument  had  ef- 
caped  the  writer's  notice*  he  refumes  it  :  if,"  fays  the 
caftigator,  p.  192,"  a  Council  regularly  held  be  infalli- 
ble, why  do  they  pretend  to  found  their  decifions  upon 
the  authority  of  the  Fathers  ,$  None  of  thefe  were  in- 
fallibly directed  in  their  judgment."  A  -  Council,  regu- 
larly affembied,  founds  its  decifions  in  doctrines  of  faith 
on  revelation,  on  the  authority  of  which  all  doctrines 
of  faith  are  believed,  that  fuch  or  fuch  a  doctrine  has 
been  revealed  is  a  fact,  which  is  known  by  teftimony,  as 
all  facts  are*  not  by  metaphyfical  difquiution,  hence  fol- 
lows the  indifpenfable  neceffity  of  appealing  to  the  tefti- 
mony of  the  paftors  appointed  by  the  apoftles,  and  con-x 
tinued  in  their  lawful  fuccelfors,  not  to  fhew  that  a 
doctrine  revealed  is  true  :  for  the  truth  of  the  doctrine 
feds  on  the  authority  of  God,  but  to  (hew  that  the  doc- 
trine  was  revealed  :  for  this  is  a  fact,  the  truth  of  which 
refts  on  the  teftimony  of  thefe  paftors*  who  received 
thefe  doctrines  from  the  apoftles,  a  teftimony  from 
which  ail  feels  exclude  themfeives.  A  Council  cites  the 
Fathers  to  fhe\v,  by  their  unanimous  teftimony,  that 
fuch  was  the  doctrine  tranfmitted  to  them  by  their  pre- 
deceffors  in  office,  and  whether  any  of  the  witneiTes*  be 
infallible  or  not,  the  united  teftimony  of  many  intelli- 
gent  witneffes  is  infallibly  true,  though  the  caftigator, 
or  his  oh.  may  not  believe  it.  On  the  teftimony  of  wit- 
neffes,  not  more  infallible  than  the  caftigator  himfelf* 
a  highwayman  is  fent  to  Tyburn. 

He  afks  on  what  authority  this  writer  explains 
the  doctrines  of  religion,  as  he  has  no  infallibility  to 
direct  his  judgment  or  regulate  his  language, — p.  195  : 
if  this  writer  be  a  felf-conftituted  teacher,  who  fubfti- 
tutes  the  ravings  of  his  own  imagination*  or  the  fug- 
geftions  of  his  familiar  fpirit,  to  the  fettled  doctrines  of 
his  church,  the  queftion  is  propofed  with  great  propriety  ; 
but  if  he  confines  himfelf  to  teach  fettled  doctrines,  com- 
mon 
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mpn  fenfe  is  iufficient  to  dired  him  ;  if  he  deviates 
from  the  fettled  doctrines  of  his  church,  he  has  fupe- 
riors,  who  know  how  to  correct  his  errors  ;  that  {len- 
der portion  of  Chrift's  flock  entrufted  to  his  care  is  not 
expofed  to  be  the  victims  of  his  impofture,  his  malignity, 
or  his  ignorance  :  this  unhappy  fat*  is  referved  for 
others,  who  having  deferted  the  fold,  are  difmiffed  from 
the  protecting  cares  of  the  Great  Shepherd,  and  become 
the  prey  of  ravening  wolves  and  wily  foxes. 

Our  caftigator  clofes  his  fifth  chapter  with  a  paflage 
oflfaias,  in  which  the  deftruction  of  Babylon  is  foretold* 
and  his  ob  has  informed  him  that  the  prophecy  was  not 
fulfilled  by  the  deftru&ion  of  Babylon,  Rome  alfo  mud 
be  destroyed  in  the  fame  manner,  or  Ifaias  was  a  falfe 
prophet.  As  the  writer  has  no  confidence  in  the  vera* 
city  of  the  caftigator's  ob  and  from  the  many  fpecimeni 
which  he  has  already  feen,  believes  him  to  be,  what  the 
prophet  Michahou  calls,  rouacb  fheker,  in  plain  Englifh, 
a  lying  fpirii9  he  will  wait  the  event  without  anxiety. 

The  fixth  chapter  begins  with  a  preamble,  in  which 
nonfenfe  is  rendered  doubly  difgufting  by  the  air  o( 
gravity  which  it  affumes  :  is  the  exiftence  of  a  church/* 
fays  the  caftigator,  p.  197,  "  pre-fuppofes  the  appoint* 
ment  of  certain  principles  for  regulating  the  faith  and 
praclice  of  its  members.  For  this  purpofe  he  to  whom 
the  church  belongs  has  given  a  revelation  of  his  will  in 
the  fcriptures."  What  a  jumble  of  incoherencies  !  The 
appointment  of  certain  principles  for  regulating  the  faith.  He 
has  forgotten  to  inform  us  to  whom  he  gave  this  revela- 
tion in  the  fcriptures  before  the  church  exifted.  Fixed 
principles  of  faith,  and  found  maxims  of  morality,  mult 
co-exift  with  the  church  and  continue  to  exift  in  it  whilft 
the  church  exifts,  t^atis,  until  time  mall  be  no  more; 
but  that  the  exiftence  of  the  church  pre-fuppofes  thefe 
principles  revealed  in  the  fcriptures  before  a  line  of  the 
New  Teftament  was  written  is  rank  nonfenfe.  The  apof- 
ties  learned  thefe  principles  of  faith  and  maxims  of  mo- 
rality from  Chrift  himfelf,  not  from  the  fcriptures,  and 
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their  difciples  learned  from  them,  not  from  the  fcrip- 
tures>  hence  St.  Paul  fays  "  faith  is  from  hearing,"—* 
Roiri.  x,  i  f.  In  the  fame  manner  this  Edinburgh  cafti- 
gator's  difciples  lea'r'n  his  opinions  from  himfelf.  He 
tells  them  no  doubt,  that  'all  his  opinions  are  purefcrip- 
ture,  fo  did  Arms,  fo  did  Eunornius,  and  that  monfter 
of  impiety,  Manicheas.  Even  the  demon  himfelf  is  faid 
by  the  evangelift  to  have  cited  the  fcriptures,  Matt, 
iv,  6. 

If  this  cafligator  knows  any  thing  of  the  formation  of 
Chrift's  church,  lie  mull  know  that  the  church  was 
founded,  formed  and  inftriicledj  before  a  line  of  the 
New  Teftarhent  was  Written  5  that  when  written  it  was 
depofited  in  her  hands,  and  entrufted  to  her  care  ;  that 
on  her  teftimony  we  know  that  the  books,  which  wd 
now  call  fcriptures,  are  of  divine  original;  We  Catho- 
lics do  not  confult  the  fpirit  of  divination  to  learn  facts 
which  muft  be  known  by  the  teftimony  of  witnefTes.^ 

After  this  preamble,  in  which  the  caftigator  has  fur- 
pafTed  himfelf,  he  returns  to  that  hackneyed  tale  which 
has  been  a  thotifind  times  repeated  in  the  face  not  only 
of  truth,  and  conviction,  but  even  of  common  fenfe^ 
that  papifts  detract,  to  ufe  his  own  words,  from  the  value 
of  the  fcriptures.    This  writer,  in  his  Remarks  oh  Doc- 
tor Stanfer's  Examination,  p.  48,  had  faid  :  "  let  us  now 
revert  to  the  rule  of  faith  propofed  by  this  Ex.    6  Pro- 
teflants,'  fays  he,  '  acknowledge  no  other  rule  of  faith 
and  doctrine  than  the  holy  fcriptures/    The  writer  is 
willing  to  admit  that  Proteftants  acknowledge  no  other 
rule  of  faith  ;  but  the  Rev.  Ex*  muft  alio  admit,  that  in 
theory,  the  fcriptures  cannot  be  a  folerule  of  faith  )  that 
in  practice  they  are  not,  have  not  been,  nor  ever  will  be. 
This  pofition,  which  lays  the  axe  to  the  foot*  is  nearly 
an  intuitive  truth.    A  fole  rule  of  faith  muft  extend  to 
every  truth,  which  is  of  faith  :  for  any  article  of  doctrine 
to  which  it  does  not  extend  recourfe  muftjbe  had  id 
fome  other  rule.    The  Rev.  Ex.  will  have  the  modefty 
to  admit  there  are  fome  doctrinal  truths,  which  are  not 
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co stained  in  the  fcriptujes  %  the  firft  of  thefe  is,  that  |he 
fcriptures  them  fel  yes  are  divinely  infpired,  and  tranf- 
xnifted  to  us  without  interpolation  of  corruption. ,  In  no 
book  of.  the  fcriptures  do  we  find  that  thefe  books,  which 
we  call  canonical,  were  divinely  infpired,  and  if  we  did, 
the.  difficulty  would  be  only  transferred  to  kfelf  :  the 
queftion  would  immediately  recur—on  what  authority 
do  we  believe,  that  this  book,  which  makes  the  fcrip- 
tures divinely  infpired,  was  itfelf  divinely  infpired.  This 
argument,  is,  from- the  nature  of  things,  infoiuble,  and 
precludes  even  the  poftibility  of  eyafion  :  in  vain  this 
Rev.  Ex,  may  refer  to  the  private  fpirit,  to  a  cer- 
tain  fenfation,  a  certain  tafte,  a  certain  fomething 
in  defer  ibable.  AIL  thefe  certain,  things  are  moft  cer- 
tainly no  part  of  the  fcriptures  ;  and,  by  having  re- 
courfe  to  them.,  he  muft  admit  that  the  fcriptures  are 
not  his  fole  rule  of  faith.  To  this  the  writer  adds  that, 
in  practice,  the  fcriptures  are  not  the  rule  of  proteftant 
faith,  the  aftertion  he  thinks  incontrovertibly  true,  and 
is  convinced  that  every  unprejudiced  proteftant  will 
admit  k.  Will  it  be  denied  that  many  proteftants  are 
incapable  of  reading  the  fcriptures  ?  Many  incapable  of 
inveftigating  the  intended  fenfe  of  the  facred  writers  ? 
,  Many,  who  are  proteftants.  of  one  defcription  in  prefer- 
ence to  all  others  but  becaufe  their  parents  are  of  that 
particular  denomination  ?~  And,  to  clofe  with  a  peremp- 
tory reafon,  which  bears  no  reply,  an  immenfe  majority, 
who  are  proteftants  before  they  read  a  line  of  the  fcrip- 
tures ?  Will  any  man.  prefjame  to  affirm  that  men, 
who^cannot  read  the  fcriptures,  men,  who  do  not  read 
the  fcriptures,  men,  who,  if  they  did  rea^,  cannot  un- 
derstand the  fcriptures,  or,  finally,  men,  who  are  al- 
ready proteftants  before  they  read  fcriptures.  take  the 
fcriptures  for  their  fole  rule  of  faith  ?  Ail  reafoning  is 
loft  on  the  man,  who  would  advance  fo  great  an  abfur* 
dity."  The  writer  now  fubjoins  the  caftigator's  cbfer- 
vation  on  this  reafoning  :  "  every  little  art,"  he  fays, 
p.  198,  "  and  the  meaneft  fophiftry,  has  been  employed, 
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to  dimlnifh  the  affe&ion  of  men  for  the  fcriptures,  and 
to  excite  their  efteem  for  what  has  been  maintained  to 
be  the  oral  tradition  of  the  church. 'to  promote  thefe 
laudable  purpofes  the  R.  f this  tyriter)  has  expatiated 
m  a  very  lengthy  manner,  and  entered  keenly  into  the 
fpirit  pf  thefe  quirks  and  quibbles,  which  have  been 
often  found  to  be  the  principal  fupport  of  popery.  I 
cannot  however  join  with  him  in  thefe  fhouts  of  triumph, 
which  on  reviewing  his  labours,  he  raifes  over  the  pro- 
teftant Interefts.  A  few  obfervations  will  mew  him 
that  though  his  fophiftry  may  confufe  the  minds  of 
wavering  papifts,  they  will  not  affect:  proteftants  who 
hav^c  been  taught  to  render  a  reafon."  What  a  nonfen- 
lical  jargon  is  here  :  he  calls  fair  logical  reafoning  quirks 
and  quibbles.  If  there  be  a  fallacy  why  not  detect  it  ? 
The  writer  thus  publicly  calls  for  a  direct  reply,  or,  an 
avowal  that  his  reafoning  is  not  to  be  evaded.  Let  this 
caftigator  confulti  not  his  own  fpirit  of'  divination,  but 
fome  proteftant  univerfity,  in  which  there  are  men  of 
fcience,  verfed  in  dialectics,  for  if  the  reafoning,  which  he 
advanced  in  his  remarks,  and  here  again  repeats,  be 
without  a  reply,  the  whole  Reformation  is  defencelefs, 
the  attack  is  direct,  it  fubverts  the  fundamental  princi- 
ple, the  fuperftructure  muft  fall  of  courfe.  If  proteftants 
be  taught  to  render  a  reafon,  as  the  caftigator  tells  them, 
,  this  writer  calls  again,  not  on  the  ignorant  proteftant, 
whofe  vanity  is  flattered,  whilft  his  fimplicity  is  duped 
by  irnpofture,  but  on  this  caftigator  oj  fome;  of  his  affoci- 
ates,  and  t\e  afks  :  Why  the  caftigator  believes  the  go/pel  of 
St.  John  divinely  infpired  ?  Of  this  part  of  his  faith  the 
ignorant  proteftant  can  give  np  reafon,  and  the,  writer 
afferts,  without  hesitation,  that  the  moft  learned  pro- 
teftant is  reduced  to  the  fame  ftraits. 

To  divert  the  attention  of  his  readers  from  a  train  of 
reafoning  of  fuch  immediate  and  irrefiftible  force  that 
it  extorts  the  affent  of  the  underftanding  not  blinded  by 
prejudice,  nor  warped  by  intereft  ;  our  caftigator  makes, 
what  he  calls  obfervations  to  fhew  that  proteftants  have 
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no  reafon  to  think  the  fcriptures  an  inftifiicient  rule  of 
faith  ;  he  begins  by  citing  from  this  writers's  remarks, 
the  following  paffage,  in  which  the  advantages  of  the  fcrip- 
tures  are  clearly  expofed,  as  ftated  by  St.  Paul  :  **  What 
advantage  refults  from  the  poffeffion  of  the  fcriptures  ? 
The  greateft  poffible  :  it  is  affigned  by  St.  Paul  "  every 
writing  divinely  infpired  is  ufeful  to  teach,  to  argue*  to  in- 
firucl,  to  cor  red  in  juftice,  thai  the  man  of  God- may  be  entire, 
perfeclly  prepared  for  every  good  work  "  2  Tim.  iii.  16,  17. 
Thefe  were  the  ends,  for  which  the  fcriptures  were  writ- 
ten, and  given  to  the  church  already  compofed  of  paf- 
tors  teaching  and  adminiftering  facraments,  and  of  ftm- 
ple  faithful5who  were  taught  by  their  pallors."  Remarks, 
p.  52.  On  this  paffage  the  caftigator  obferves  :  <s  overlook- 
ing," fays  he,  p.  199,  "  entirely  his  miftranfiation  of  this 
apoftle's  language,  I  will  merely  contraft  his  own  views 
with  the  conduct,  of  the  Romim,  Church  if  there  be  a 
miftranfiation,  in  which  the  fenfe  of  the  apoftle  is  per- 
verted why  overlook  it  ?-  Is  it  a  miftranfiation  becaufe 
it  does  not  coincide  with  the  proteftant  verfion,  in 
which  the  apoftle  is  made  to  fpeak  nonfenle,  or  afiert  a 
flagrant  falfhood  ?  The'paftage  is  thus  tranflated  in  the 
verfion  now  before  the  writer  :  "  all  fcripture  is  given  by 
inspiration  of  God,  and  is  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  re- 
proof, for  correction,  for  inftru&ibn  in  righteoufnefs." 
Let  the  folecifm  u  all  fcripture9'  pafs  for  the  true  fenfe  of 
the  apoftle,  every  writing  " pafa  graphe"  but  the  ad- 
dition "  is  given  by  infpirat'wn  of  God,"  for  "  Theop* 
neuftos"  is  intolerable :  for  we  muft  underftand  the  a- 
poftle  to  fay  that  every  divine  writing  is  divinely  infpired, 
which  is  nonfenfe  :  whoever  doubted  it  ?  Or  that  every 
writing  indifcriminately  is  divinely  infpired,  which  is  a  mani- 
feft  falfehood :  there  are  many  writings  in  which  there 
is  nothing  of  divine  infpiration,  and  very  little  truth  ; 
and  there  are  writings,  by  fome  called  divine*  in  which 
the  fuggeftions  of  the  father  of  lie§  are  artfully  or 
ignorant ly  blended  with  the  revelations  of  the  fpirit  of 
truth,  fuch  is  that  monftrous  compilation  which  is  with 
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great  propriety  called  Southwell's  bible.  In  the.  ibo* 
$ern  edition  of  the  Greek  teftament,  there  is  ^  kai  fub~ 
ftituted  by  fome  carelefs  tranfcriber  ox: printer,  to  an  efti- 
wliich  the,  EngKfh  tcanflator  might  correct  from  the 
Latin  verfion,  without  forcing  the  apoflle  to  fpeak 
sonfenfe.. 

To  ftiewythajC-  the  views  of  this  writer  are  oppoiite 
to  the  ^pnducc  of  the  Romifh  church,  this  indefatigable 
tranfcriber   fills  a  page  with  a  rule  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  prohibiting  the  reading  of  the  fcriptures  in  the, 
vulgar  tongue,  without  the  approbation  of  the  bifhop, 
and  thereby  depriving  the  faithful  of  all  the  advantages 
i>f  the  fcripture  as  he  pretends  :  his  ob  has  deceived  him  , 
as  ufuak   This  writer  did  not  fay,  that  thefe  fcriptures, 
divinely  inspired,  ufeful/c/  doclrine,  for  argument,  for  cor- 
rection, zndfor  inftrucljon,  mould  be  indiicrimmately  put 
into  the  hands  of  every  illiterate  man  and  woman  ;  he 
did  not  think  it  the  duty  of  every  man,  who  fcarcely 
underftands  a  line  of  a  book,  which  he  with  great  difE* 
cuky  reads,  to  teach,  to  argue,  to  correct,  or  inftrucfc 
this  he  thought,  and  continues,  to  think,  the  excjufive 
duty  of  th"e  paftors  of  the  church,  from  them,  the  igno- 
rant and  illiterate  learn  with  eafe  the  truths  of  religion, 
which  even  the  moft  intelligent  men  cannot  find  in  the 
fcriptures.    The  apoftk  Paul  tli ought  fo  :  Timothy,  to 
whom  he  wrote  and  explained  the  ufe  of  the  fcriptures,, 
was  an   archblfhop,  conftitutecl  by  the  apoftie  himfelf, 
not  an  ignorant  peafan.t,  who  could  not  read  the  apof- 
tle's  letter.    From  him  the  faithful  learned  the  contents 
of  the  apoftVs  letter,  hence  St.  Paul  faid  to  him  in  the 
preceding  chapter  :  (ri  thefe  things,  which  you  have  heard 
from  me  by  many  witneffes,  the  fame  commend  to  faithful  men, 
%vho  will  be  capable  of  teaching  others."    He  did  not  direct 
Timothy  to  give  the  fcriptures  to  an  immenfe  multitude 
of  people,  of  whom  not  one  of  a  thoufand.  could,  read  a 
line.    This  order,  fo  offenfive  to  common  fenfe,  was  re- 
ferved  for  the  Wirtemberg.  evangeiift  and  pur  Edinburg 
caftigator.    The  Council  of  Trent  coincides  in  opinion 
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with  the  apoflle  :  the  prelates  compofing  that  Affembly 
thought  it  the  in difpen fable  duty  of  the  p'aftors  to  in- 
'flruct,  the  faithful,  to  explain  to  them  the  genuine  fenfe 
of  the  fcriptures,  this  duty  they  enjoined  under  the  fe- 
vered penalty,  ch.  i,  ii,  fefs.  v.  They  had  read  fome- 
where  that  the  unlearned  and  the  unfettled  wrefi  the  fcrip- 
tures fofheir  ovm  perdition — 2  Pet.  iii.  16.  Has  the  caf- 
tigator  found  this  paffage  in  his  copy  ?  Or  have  the 
moths  effaced  it  ?  Is  it  for  depriving  the  Unlearned  and 
the  unfettledof  the  ineilimable  advantage  of  wrefting  the 
fcriptures  to  their  own  perdition,  that  the  Council  of 
Trent  has  incurred  his  difpleaiure  ?  To  thefe,  and  to 
'thefe  exclufively,  the  prohibition  is  confined.  The 
Council  faw  the  fcriptures  disfigured  in  ntimberlefs 
verfions,  and  thefe  fources  of  chriftfanity  poifohed  by 
artifice  and  impofture.  The  author  of  each  new  Verfion 
refolving  to  imprefs  on  the  minds  of  the  people  >  his  own 
pre-conceived  opinions  fitted  his  verfion  for  the  purpofe* 
hence  the  univerfal  difcordance  of  all  thefe  hew  ver- 
fions ;  for  as  their  opinions  were  different,  and  each 
author  fitting  his  verfion  to  his  own  opinions,  their 
verfions  were  as  difcordant  as  their  opinions  were  differ- 
ent. In  one  Ehglifh  verfion  the  Holy  Ghoft  was  excluc* 
ed  and  the  Hdly  Wind  fubftituted.  Of  all  thefe  verfions 
Luther's  was  the  mod  corrupt,  and  ChatelJon's  the  mo  ft 
prophane  :  this  fanatic,  who  with  Bernard  Gehinus 
thought  to  re-eftablifh  polygamy,  tranflated  the  fcriptures 
in  the  ftyle  of  romance,  regardlefs  of  decency,  as  well  as  . 
truth.  Our  caftigator  inveighs  moil  bitterly  again!!  tfeg 
prohibition  of  thefe  verfions  ;  the  keeper  of  a  billiard 
table  rails  more  loudly  againft  the  law,  which  prohibits 
gaming  ;  the  law  is  not  the  iefs  wife  nor  the  prohibition 
lefs  neceffary.  The  Council  did  not  prohibit  the  read- 
ing of  the  fcriptures  in  the  original,  to  any  perfon  what- 
foever,  who  underftands  the  languages  in  which  they 
are  written,  nor  in  the  vulgar  tongue,  to  any  perfon 
capable  of  receiving  edification  from  them.  The  per-  *M 
xrriflion  is  granted  by  every  pallor  when  afked.    As  the 
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reafori  Df  the  law  has  eeafed  arhongft  Catholics,  the 
law  itfelf  is  going  into  difufe.  If  this  difpoiltion  of 
the  Council  of  Trent  had  been  ftrictly  obferved,  the 
world  would  hot  have  bee^  peftered,  nor  chriftianity 
difgraced,  by  fuch  a  group  of  illiterate  mechanics  and 
untaught  peafants  converted  into  preachers  ;  we  mould 
not  have  feen  the  cobbler  lay  down  his  lap  (lone, 
his  kft  and  his  awls,  and  arm  himfelf  with  a  bible 
and  hymn  book  to  cobble  the  fouls  of  his  neighbours; 
nor  mould  we  have  feen  thefe  camp-meetings  re- 
fembling  the  orgies  of  Bacchus,  and  other  nocturnal 
fcenes,  in  which  the  rites  of  Ceres  feem  to  be  renewed. 
Be  that  as  it  will,  in  the  cares  of  that  venerable  aflem- 
bly,  cornpofed  of  the  pallors  of  ChrihVs  church,  we 
admire  the  vigilant  attention  of  the  Great  Shepherd 
*  megas  Poimen"  to  the  welfare  of  his  flock.  No  fooner 
were  the  waters  of  life  infected  by  thefe  poifoners,  of 
whom  St.  John  fays  :  Foris  Canes  etvenefici,  but  his  warn- 
ing voice  was  heard  from  his  paftors,  of  whom  he  faid  : 
*6  he  who  hears  you,  hears  me:"  *?  akouon  umon  emou 
akouei—Lnkc  x,  16.  In  them  fources,  faid  he,  the  wa- 
ters are  not  pure  :  do  not  tafte  them  ;  in  them  paftures 
the  poifonous  herbs  grow  promifcuoufly  with  the  found, 
avoid  them.  The  writer  appeals  to  the  common  fenfe 
of  mankind,  is  that  an  attentive  fhepherd,  who  permits 
his  flock  to  drink  waters  ifluing  from  a  poifoned  fpring  ? 
Or  to  range  at  large  in  paftures  where  poifonous  herbs 
abound  ?  If  not,  the  Council  of  Trent  was  juftified  in 
prohibiting  all  corrupt  v'erfions  of  the  fcriptures. 

This  writer  had  faid  that  many  books  of  the  fcriptures 
had  been  loft,  in  which  aflertion  the  caftigator's  ob  dis- 
covers Something  to  authorife  Deifts  in  rejecting  the 
fcriptures,  that  is,  becaufe  forrie  books  Were  loft,  thofe, 
which  remain,  are  not  authentic,  becaufe  fome  facts  are 
forgotten,  thefe  which  are  remembered  are  not  true. 
If  the  deep  fagacity  of  his  ob  had  not  difcovered  this 
neweft  mode  of  reafoning,  common  fenfe  could  never 
fufpe&it.    The  writer  paffes  unnoticed,  a  long  differta- 
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lion  filled  with  extracts  as  ufual,  to  fliew  that  the  fcrip- 
tures  are  not  mutilated,  in  which  the  only  thing  wor- 
thy of  remark  is,  an  attempt  to  prove  on  the  authority 
of  primitive  writers  and  others,  a  truth,  which  no  man 
denies,  that  the  fcriptures  are  neither  fo  far  mutilated* 
nor  corrupted,  as  to  contain  any  thing  contrary  to  faith 
or  morals.  He  does  not  feei  the  inconftftency  of  appeal- 
ing to  an  authority,  which  he  disclaims,  and  his  mo- 
del! y,  which  is  unrivalled,  permits  him  to  fay  that 
many  of  the  Fathers  were  under  the  influence  of  pre- 
judice and  ignorance.  Amongft  thefe  are  numbered 
jufti'n,  the  philofopher,  and  Chryfoftorn,  whofe  works 
arc  admired  by  the  world.  In  this  diiTertatiori  there  is 
fcarcely  one  obfervation  Founded  in  truth,  but  as  it  is 
totally  irrelevant,  and  only  Ferves  to  fwell  a  volume 
with  a  difplay  of  borrowed  literature,  the  writer  does 
not  think  it  neceffary  to  confume  time  and  paper  in  a 
refutation. 

He  gives  fome  extracts  from  Auftin  and  Chryfoftbm,- 
who  fay,  if  we  believe  him,  that  all  things  which  Chrif- 
tians  are  obliged  to  know  are  found  in  the  fcriptures* 
In  Auliin's  words  a  moth  had  effaced  the  adverb  fere, 
almoftt  and  he  totally  forgot  to  inform  his  readers, 
that  thefe  Fathers  when  they  recommended  the  reading 
of  the  fcriptures  to  the  moll  intelligent  men  amongft 
their  people,  directed  them  on  doubtful  or  difficult 
pafTages  to  apply  to  the  pallors  of  the  church  for  the 
genuine  fenfe  of  the  infpired  writer — See  Auftin's  words, 
fupra.  And  in  his  fecond  book  of  the  Chriitian  Doc- 
trine, cap.  6,  he  fays  :  t;  they,  who  ralhly  read  are 
deceived  by ;mihyand  manifold  obfcuriti.es  and  ambigui- 
ties, taking  one  thing  for  another  •  and  in  fome  places 
they  cannot  find  any  tiling  to  found  even  a  fade  fufpi- 
cion  :  Some  things  are  fo  obfeurely  fpoken  that  they 
induce  the  ft  ri deft  cloud  ;  this  has  been  divinely  provided, 
I  doubt  not,  to  tame  pride  by  labour,  and  prevent  that 
faftidious  difefteern,  which  things  eaftly  inveftigated 
produce  in  the  underftanding."  Thefe  are  the  fcriptures 
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which  Auftin  recommends  to  the  ignorant  peafant  as  i 
rule  of  faith  and  morality,  if  we  believe  this  Edinburgh 
caftigator  !  Chryfoflom's  fentiments1  are  not  different 
from  Auftin's  \  in  his  40th  Homjly  on  St.  John,  ex- 
plaining this  palfagi*,  "jfcmthtke  the  Scriptures  :  fci  Chrift/' 
Ays  he,  "  did  not  refer  the  Jews  to  a  fi  nple  or  a  naked 
reading  of  the  fcriptures  but  to  a  diligent  inveftigition  : 
he  did  not  fay  :  read  the  fcriptures ;  but  fcrutinize  them. 
The  divine  words  require  the  greateft  diligence  ;  it  was 
not  without  reafon  that  he  fpoke  to  thefb  ancients  in 
the  (hadow,  hence  he  orders  them  to  dig  more  deeply 
that  we  may  find  the  things,  which  are  deeply  concealed  j 
we  do  not  dig  up  thefe  things  which  are  on  the  furface 
placed  at  hand,  but  thefe,  which  as  a  treafure  are  deeply 
buried,  he  who  fcej.es  fdeh  things,  if  he  does  not  apply 
the  greateft  diFgence  and  labour,  will  never  find  what  he 
feeks."  In  his  third  Homily  oh  Lazarus,  exhorting  men 
of  fcience,  of  whom  there  were  many  in  Coriftantinople, 
to  read  the  fcriptures,  he  replies  to  a  filent  objection  :- 
hi  what  then  if  we  do  not  underftand  thefe  things, 
which  are  contained  in  the  books  ?  though  you  do  not 
underftand  the  things  there  concealed,  yet  great  fancTaty 
arifes  from  the  reading."  He  fpoke  of  the  hiftoricai 
events  related  in  the  fcriptures,  and  thefe  he  faid  were' 
eafily  underftood  in  part,  for  the  obfeure  parts  he  re- 
ferred them  to  their  teachers  :  "  take  the  book  in  your 
hands,"  faid  he,  "  read  the  whole  hiftory,  the  things 
which  are  known  retain  in  memory;  and  read  many 
times  the  things  which  are  obfeure  and  not  known,  but 
if  you  cannot,  by  ariiduous  reading,  find  what  is  faid^ 
confult  a  more  intelligent  man,  go  to  the  teacher." 

Who  would  imagine  that  our  Caftigator  would  have 
reeouife  to  the  teftimony  of  the  church  ?  It  is  not  more 
rtrange  than  true,  p.  232,  he  fays,  "  in  proving  the  ca- 
nonical books  genuine :  we  are  far  from  rejecting  the 
le'iimony  of  the  church."  The  reader  muft  admire  the 
fertility  of  his  imagination,  when  he  finds  that,  though 
he  admits  the  teftimony  of  the  church,  it  is  not  as  the 
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teftimony  of  the  church  hut  as  t^e  evidence  of  faithful  'wit- 
neffes. It  is  unlucky  that  fuch  an  effort  of  imagination, 
in  which  all  his  inventive  powers  have  been  {trained  be- 
yond the  ufual  pitch3  fhould  leave  this  writer's  argument 
infoluble  as  it  found  it,  and  totally  unhinge  the  Reforma- 
tion, for  the  church  is  a  fociety,  a  moral  body,  which 
(peak*  by  its  paltors,  as  the  State  by  its  magiftrates;  the 
evidence,  therefore,  of  thefe  faithful  w{fnejfgsy  is  neither 
lefs  nor  more  than  the  telHraony  of  the  church  ;  the  man 
is  ripe  for  Bedlairi,  who  denies  it  ;  he  admits  the  tefti- 
mony of  the  church  as  the  evidence  of  faithful  witneffes  ; 
but  they  are  the  fame  witneffes,  who  atteft  that  all  the 
doctrines  taught  in  the  catholic  church  are  of  divine 
original  ;  the  caftigator  fays  they  are  faithful  witneffes, 
therefore  thefe  doctrines  are  true,  and  there  is  an  end  of 
the  Reformation.  He  will  not  prefume  to  call  that  man 
a  faithful  witnefs,  who  attefts  indilcriminately  both  truth 
and  falffiood.  His  oh  fuggefb  another  evafion,  in  ab- 
furdity  furpafting  the  former,  if  poffible  :  it  is  not,  he  fays, 
on  the  ground  of  infallibility  that  he  believes  this  teftimo- 
ny of  the  Church,  but  becaufe  it  is  the  teftimony  of faithful 
witneffes,  who  could  not  be  deceived.  Plain  men,  who 
have  not  ob  for  their  direclor,  believe  this  teftimony  on 
the  ground  of  its  infallibility.  Such  a  teftimony,  fay  they, 
is  infallibly  true.  For  it  is  not. poffible  that  the  teftimony 
of [faithful  witnfftsy  who  could  not  be  deceived,  fhould  be 
falfe — the  fupp.)fuion  involves  a  contradiction  :  for  if  they 
be  not  deceived,  and  advance  a  falfhood,  they  are  not 
faithful  witneffes.  Thus,  on  the  teftimony  of  the  Church, 
or,  as  the  caftigator  calls  it,  on  the  evidence  of  faithful 
witneffes,  catholics  demonftrate  againft  atheifts  and  deifts, 
that  thefe  fcriptures,  which  they  call  divine,  are  divinely 
infpired  ;  and,  on  the  fame  evidence  of  faithful  witneffes, 
they  demonftrate  againft  the  caftigator,  and  his  affociates, 
that  all  thefe  fcriptures,  and  only  thefe,  which  they  call 
divine,  are  divinely  infpired.  They  proceed  further  on 
this  evidence  of  faithful  witneffes,  they  fhew  the  genuine 
and  intended  fenfe  of  ambiguous  paff  ages,  which  irnpofture 
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diftorts,  in  fupport  of  error  ;  and,  what  will  furprife  the 
caftigator's  admirers,  this  tradition,  which  he  hates,  is 
neither  lefs  nor  more  than  what  he  calls  the  evidence  of  faith- 
ful witneffes.  On  this  evidence  the  new  fangled  opinions 
of  all  reformifts  down  from  Simon  the  magician,  to  this 
Edinburgh  caftigator,  have  been  condemned,  this  maxim 
repeatedly  inculcated  in  the  icriptures,  has  been  invariably 
obferved  :  "  in  the  mouth  of  two  or  three  witneffes,  malt 
every  word  be  eftablilhed,"  2  Cor.  xiii.  1.  A  maxim 
known  to  the  heathens,  ieftimonium  pro  fe  nec  Catoni  ere* 
ditmu  Even  Cato's  teftimony  for  himfelf  is  not  believed. 
A  maxim  which  without  further  difcuffion  condemns 
every  reformiM  ;  he  gives  teftimony  for  himfelf,  he  de- 
ferves  no  credit.  Has  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  ever  be- 
llowed a  ferious  thought  on  this  m^xim  ? 

After  admitting  the  teftimony  of  the  church,  not  as 
the  teftimony  of  the  church,  but  as  the  evidence  cf  faith- 
ful ivhncffesy  to,  prove  the  canonical  books  authentic  ; 
our  caftigator  proceeds  on  other  grounds  to  prove  the 
infpiration  of  the  fcriptures,  that  is,  he  does  not  believe 
thefe  books  divinely  infpired  becaufe  they  were  written 
or  approved  by  the  facred  penmen,  and  as  iuch  delivered 
into  the  hands  of  the  paftors  whom  the  apoftles  confti- 
tuted  in  the   different  churches,  which  they  founded, 
whofe  teftimony  is  continued  in  their  fuccefibrs;  thefe 
faithful  witneffes,  who  atteft  the  facl,  but  he  believes 
them  divinely  infpired  from  the  internal  evidence  of. 
the  books.    His  oh  difcovers  the  divine  infpiration  of. 
thefe  books,  whether  they  were  writtten  by  Pe:er  or 
John,  Efop  or  Homer.    On  the  fame  ground,  the  Ma- 
hometan finds  decifive  confirmation,  as  the  caftigator 
calls  it,  of  the  divine  infpiration  of  the  alcoran,  the 
Hindoo  proves  the  hanferit  divine,  and  every  enthufiatl: 
believes  what  pleafes  his  fancy.    The  writer  has  known 
fome  well  meaning  Proteftants  of  the  eftablifhed  church, 
who  believed  the  martyrdom  of  King  Charles  as  divinely 
infpired  as  the  gofpel  of  St.  John  :  why  fo  ?  Becaufe 
they  found  it  in  the  book,  which  they  called  their  bible. 
He  is  weary  of  refuting  fuch  nenfenfe.  Our 
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Our  caftigator,  the  fertility  of  whofs  imagination  is 
inexhauftible,  detects  a  miftake  of  this  writer.  He  had 
faid  that  '*  in  no  book  of  the  fcripture  do  we  find  that 
thefe  books,  which  we  call  canonical  were  divinely  in- 
fptred."  His  cb  deceives  him,  and  he  deceives  his  readers  : 
this  writer  did  not  miftake  :  for  there  is  no  book  in  the 
fcriptures,  nor  is  there  aline  in  any  book  of  the  fcriptures 
which  fays  that  thefe  books,  which  we  call  canqnical^re 
divinely  infpired  :  for  admitting  that  St.  Paul  fpoke 
the  nonfenfe,  which  Southwell  impofes  on  him,  and  in- 
Read  of  faying,  as  he  did,  that  every  writing  divinely 
infpired  paja  graph  e  theopncudoi  is  ufeful,  he  had  fa  id  : 
"  all.fcripturt'u  given  by  in f pi  rat  ion  of  God"  he' did  not 
fay  that  any  one  of  thefe  books,  which  we.  call  canonical 
is  given  by  divine  infpiration.  Southwell  makes  him  fay, 
that  all  divine  fcriptures  are  given  by  infpiration  of 
God,  a  heathen  would  not  doubt  it.  In  this  fruitlefs  at- 
tempt to  fit  a  pafTage  by  a  falfe  verfion,  the  reader  fees  a 
fpecimen  of  the  fidelity  of  modern  tranflators. 

In  the  £: me  page  he  fays  :  "  this  writer  cannot  deny 
that  the  books  of  the  Old  Teftament  were  received  by- 
our  Lord  and  his  apoftles,  as  dictated  by  the  Spirit  of 
God."  To  this  infldious  infinuation,  the  writer  replies, 
that  impofture  fubfifts  on  the  fuppofition  of  public  cre- 
dulity :  if  there  was  not  fimplicity  there  would  be 
neither  hypocrify  nor  impofture— ad  populos  Phaleras* 
ego  te  novi  intus  et  in  cute.  This  caftigator  has  recourfe 
to  every  little  fubterfuge  to  evade  the  truth  ;  and  every 
artifice,  which  his  ob  fuggefts,  to  perplex  it.  As  that  fa- 
tal delufion,  which  disfigured  cbrriftianity,  commenced 
in  mifreprefentation,  he  trys  the  fame  ftratagem  to  con- 
tinue it  \  it  is  an  effort  of  agony,  which  forebodes  an 
approaching  diflblution.  Where  did  he  read  that  this 
writer,  or  any  other  catholic,  ever  denied  that  the  books 
of  the  old  teftament  were  received  by  our  Lord  and  his 
apoftles  as  dictated  by  the  fpirit  of  God  ?  Why  endeavour 
to  obtrude  on  the  credulity  of  his  difciples  fuel*  a  fla- 
grant falfehood  ?  That  the  books  of  the  New  and  Old 
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Tcftarnent  are  divinely  infpired,  is  an  article  of  catholic 
faith,  a  term  of  catholic  communion,  this  caftigator,  how- 
ever ignorant,  mull;  know,  the  impofture  is  therefore, 
intended  ;  it  ought  to  awake  the  victims  of  delufton  from 
their  lethargy.  But  that  thefe  books  are  divinely  in- 
fpired, cathoiics  do  not  know  from  the  books  themfelves5 
but  from  the  teftimony  of  thefe  witneffes,  in  whofe 
hands  the  books  were  depofited  ;  and  thefe  the  -caftigator 
injudicioufly  calls  faithful  witneffes,  who  could  not  be  de~ 
ceiled ;  yet  however  faithful  they  may  be,  their  teftimony 
would  not  found  an  act  of  faith,  if  it  had  not  been  gua- 
ranteed by  Chrift  himfelf  :  "  he,  who  hears  you,  hears 
7ne~— -Luke  x,  16"  ;  "  Behold  I  am  with  you  all  days  until  the 
&nfumrriut\on  of  the  age" — Matt.  uU.  The  voice  of  the  Great 
Shepherd  they  hear  from  the  mouth  of  his  minifters, 
and  on  his  authority  they  found  their  faith  ;  whilft  in- 
fatuated . 'fe claries  hear  from  the  mouth  of  their  own 
minifters,  not  his,  the  wild  conjectures  of  every  enthu- 
fiafl,  and  on  thefe  they  found  thefe  jarring  opinions, 
which  by  a  munftrcus   abufe  of  language    they  cali5 

After  citing  fome  paffages  of  fcripture  to  {hew,  what 
bo  Chriftun  doubts,  that  the  prophets  were  divinely 
infpired,  he  fays,  in  order  to  prove  the  infpiration  of 
the  New  Teftament  \  c<  there  is  nothing  more  plainly 
revealed  in  fcripture,  than  that  thofe  perfons  by  whom 
it  was  written  had  received  the  Holy  Ghoft  to  qualify 
them  to  be  witneffes  to  Chrif£/*\  What  a  nonfenfical 
jargoti  is  here  !  Is  it  becaufe  it  is  afferted  in  any  writing 
that  the  author  was  infpired  we  are  to  believe  it  ?  Was 
there  ever  an  imppftor  who  did  not  pretend  a  commiiil- 
cn  from  God  ?  Did  not  the  prophets  of  Baal,  fay  to 
Achab  and  Jehofophat  thus  faith  the  Lord,  choh  amar 
Jehovah,  2d.  Chr.  xviii,  9.  If  this  Edinburgh  caftiga- 
tor, inflated  by  his  ob,  fhould  take  a  fancy  to  give  us  a 
r.ew  gofp^l,  or  a  goipel  new- modelled,  as  Ethan  Allen 
his  done,  wa  mould  fee  in  it  that  he  was  qualified  by 
die  fpirit  to  be  a  witneis  to  Chrift,  and  would,  no  doubt, 
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find  dupes  to  believe  him,  as  Allen  did,  and  as  Jemima 
Wilkinfon,  who  calls  herfelf  the  Lord  in  perfon,  now  does. 
It  is  a  public  facVthat  this  woman  has  collected  a 'number 
of  people  in  the  Janifee  country,  who  pay  her  homage  as 
to  Chrift  himfelfin  perlon.  She  pretends  to  have  died, 
and  after  the  departure  of  her  foul,  Chriil  me  fays  took 
poffeiTion  of  her  body,  and  it  is  he  himfelf  who  animates 
lier  body  now.  Human  nature  is  fo  far  degraded  by 
fanatical  enthufiafm  that  this  woman  finds  credit;  It  is 
not  from  any  writing  that  we  conclude  the  author  in- 
fpired,  he  mud  have  given  other  proofs  of  his  rnimoa 
from  God,  and  thefe  proofs  .muft  be  fenfiMe  fa  els,  that 
the  witneffes  may  be  enabled  to  atteft  them  on  the  teftl- 
mony  of  their  fenfes.  A  writing  of  any  kind  is  not  a 
witnefs  :  it  has  neither  eyes  to  fee  nor  ears  to  hear,  it 
can  by  no  pofiibiiity  authenticate  itfclf  or  prove  its  au- 
thor to  have  been  infpired.  The  tale  of  jemima  Wilkin- 
fon, is  not  more  abfurd  than  the  affertion  ;  nor  is  it 
more  irkfome  to  refute  the  one  than  the  other.  . 

Our  caftigator  has  yet  one  refource  as  a  fuhftitute  to 
external  evidence,  from  a  multiplicity  of  words  to  which 
the  reader  muft  endeavour  to  fix  fonie  fenfe,  it  appears 
to  be  the  fpirit  of  criticifm,  and  to  this  he  adds,  the 
fpirit  of  prophecy  :  46  The  hiftory  of  kingdoms  which 
are  now  no  more  the  fifhermen  and  farmers  are  well 
acquainted  with  the  hiftory  of  kingdoms  now  no  more, 
and  every  illiterate  mechanic  is  an  able  critic  :  he  will 
diftinguifh  revealed  truth  from  artful  impoflure  by 
the  modes  of  exprefiion  and  concurring  circum- 
ftances — admijfi  Rijum  teneath  amici,  but  after  all,  this 
fpirit  of  criticifm  is  not  fcripture,  and  if  proteftants 
found  an  article  of  faith  on  it,  that  article  of  their  faith 
is  not  founded  on  fcripture  ;  and  many  parts  of  the  fcrip- 
ture relate  paft  events*  myfterious  truths,  maxims  of  mo- 
rality, thefe  we  know  to  be  divinely  infpired,  becaufe 
we  know  by  external  evidence,  that  is  by  the  teftimony  of 
faithful  witnclTes,  that  their  authors  were  divinely  infpir- 
ed, in  the  fame  manner  we  know  that  the  prophecies 
themfelves  were  fulfilled.  Of 
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Of  many  prophecies  our  caftigator  felecls  two  from  St 
Paul;  in  thefirftthe  apoftle  foretells  a  great  apoftacy  before 
the  confummation  *nd  the  appearance  of  antichrift  or  as 
St.  Paul  calls  him  the  Man  of  Sin,  the  Son  of  Perdition  ;  in 
the  lecohd  the  apoftle  foretells,  that  iri  the  la  ter  days 
lome  fhall  depart  from  the  faith,  giving  heed  to  feduo 
cirig  fpirits.  .  .  forbidding  to  marry,  and  commanding 
to  abitain  from  meats.  Who  would  imagine  if  the  won- 
derfiil  iagacity  of  his  ob  had  not  difcovered  it,  that  this 
Man  of  Sin,  this  'Sen  of  Perdition,  is  neither  lefs  nor 
more  than  the  feducing  fpirits,  and  thefe  /educing 
fpirits  a  fucceffion  of  Popes  ?  But  as  Paul  unluckily 
had  faid  that  this  Man  of  Sin,  this  Svn  of  Perdition, 
whom  the  apoftle  thought  to  be  a  man  not  a  fpirit, 
"  oppofeth  and  exaltetli  himfelf  above  every  thing 
called  God,  or  which  is  wormipped,  fo  that  he  as 
God  fitteth  in  the  temple  of  God,  mewing  him- 
felf  that  he  is  God." — 2  Thef.  ii.  Finding  it  difficult  to 
fit  this  part  of  the  prophecy  to  the  Pope,  who,  with  lome 
appearance  of  humility,  acknowledges  himfelf  to  be  a 
finner  in  the  temple  where  he  comes  to  adore  God,  and 
humbly  confeffes  his  iins  to  his  confeffor  in  hopes  of 
pardon,  he  fits  the  Pope  to  the  prohecy,  and,  with  that 
unbluming  impudence5whichcharaclerifes  impofture,  tells 
his  readers  thatthisis  the  language  of  thechurchof  Rome, 
"  the  Lord  our  God  the  Pope  another  God  upon  earthy  fays 
one,  the  Pope,  fays  another,  is  more  than  God,"  the  defcrip- 
tion  of  antichrift,  given  by  St.  Paul,  fits  the  Pope  juft  as 
well  as  Job's  defection  of  the  war-horfe  fits  this  Edin- 
burgh Afs.  To  give  the  reader  a  fpecimen  of  the  arro- 
gance of  this  Edinburgh  fcribbler,  and  juftify  fome 
ftridtures  which  may  appear  fevere,  the  writer  cites^ 
from  page  233,  the  following  paffage  "  many  from 
miftaken  views  of  religion  bequeathed  their  wealth  to  the 
church  ;  not  for  the  advancement  of  virtue  and  piety,  but 
for  fupporting  a  clergy ,  whqfe  walk-wings  difcovered  more 
of  the  nature  of  the  hog,  than  of  the  chriftian  pafior.  That 
there  were  many  individuals  as  well  amongfl  the  clergy 
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as  arnongfi:  the  laky,  corrupt  in  their  morals,  when  Lu- 
ther commenced  his  reformation  is  true,  of  thefe,  how- 
ever, the  Reformation  purged  the  church  :  they  be- 
came the  ftrft  paftors  of  all  the  reformed  churches  ;  and 
fince  that  time  fuch  men  have  always  found  a  refuge 
from  the  feve  rity  of  catholic  difcipline,  amongft  the  paf- 
tors  of  the  reformed  churches.  Is  this  Edinburgh  cafti- 
gator  one  of  the  number  ?  From  feveral  aukward  at- 
tempts to  wreft,  in  fupport  of  a  defencelefs  opinion,  the 
arguments,  by  which  Catholics  de  nonftrate  the  fcrip- 
tiires  authentic  and  divinely  infpired,  the  writer,  is 
tempted  to  iufpeci  that,  to  fatisfy  the  craving  of  the 
belly,  he,  as  well  as  the  author  of  his  repertory^  has  ab- 
jured the  Catholic  faith,  of  which  fome  impreffions  yet 
remain  ;  but  as  truth  is  ftubborn  and  will  not  bend  to 
countenance  error,  thefe  aukward  attempts  to  warp  it, 
only  remind  us  of  the  fable  of  the  afs  in  the  lion's  Ikin, 
the  long  ears  and  the  braying,  (hewed  the  flupid  animal 
under  the  terrific  form. 

His  next  attempt  to  faflnon  the  pope  and  metamorphofe 
him  into  an  antichrift  is  amufmg  enough,  he  teaches,  he 
fays,  the  doctrine  of  devils,  prohibits  marriage,  and  or- 
ders the  people  to  abftain  from  certain  meats,  Yet  this 
fame  pope  calls  marriage  a  facrament,  and  papifts  contract 
marriages  every  day  in  the  face  of  the  church,  and  they 
eat  all  forts  of  meat  with  thankfgiving  ;  and  the  better 
it  is  the  more  they  like  it.  We  have  here  another  fpeci- 
men  of  that  impofture,  which  wrefts  the  fcriptures  from 
their  intended  ferife  to  countenance  error  ;  but  as  our 
caftigator  has  been  always  unlucky  in  his  citations,  he  is 
doubly  unfortunate  in  the  prefent  inftance  :  for  if  there 
be  a  pafTage  in  fcripture,  which  damns  him  without  re- 
demption, or  without  the  pofllbility  of  eVafion,  it  is  that 
which  he  cites:  the  apoftie  fays  to  his  difciplc  :  "the' 
fp;rit  exprefsly  fays  that  in  the  latter  times  fome  will  cpof- 
tahfc  from  the  faith,  attending  to  feducing  fpirits  and 
doctrines  of  demons,  speaking  ties  in  hypocrify,  having 
their,  confciences  feared  ;  forbidding  to  marry  (commmid- 
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big)  to  abftatn  from  meats,  which  Cod  hath  created  to 
be  received  with  thankfgiving  by  them  who  believe  and 
know  the  truth  ;  for  every  creature  of  God  is  good, 
and  nothing  is  to  be  refufed  if  it  be  received  with 
thankfgiving."— 1  ft  Tim.  iv,  1  .  ..  .  The  apoftle  warns 
Timothy,  and  through  him  the  church  in  Afia,  that  ma* 
ny  would  apoftatife  from  the  faith  ;  he  at  the  fame 
time  defences  the  moft  prominent  doctrines  of  the 
Marcionites,  who  of  all  the  fects  called  I  Gnofi'tcs'  enlighu 
enedy  were  the  moft  corrupt  \  Marcion  taught  his  difci- 
pies  to  believe  that  there  are  two  caufes  felf-exiftent, 
eternal,  of  equal  power,  the  one  infinitely  good,  and 
the  other  infinitely  and  eftentially  bad  ;  to  the  good 
caufe,  or  God,  he  afcribed  the  production  of  fouls*  which 
were  all  created,  enlightened  and  happy  ;  to  the  malign 
nant  caufe  he  afcribed  the  creation  of  bodies,  of  all  the 
elements,  and  of  all  that  is  vifible,  tangible  or  material 
in  the  univerfe  \  organized  bodies  were  formed,  if  We  be- 
lieve Marcion*  by  this  malignant  caufe  to  entangle  the 
fouls,  which  had  been  created  happy,  and  to  make  them 
unhappy  ;  to  this  artifice  of  the  malignant  principle  he 
afcribes  all  the  calamities  of  man  ;  but  the  malignant 
fpirit,  unable  to  deftroy  the  activity  of  fouls  created  by 
the  good  fpirit,  has  endeavoured  to  fix  them  under  his 
own  dominion,  by  attaching  them  to  this  earth  :  to  this 
'end  he  has  given  them  laws,  promifed  rewards  and 
.threatened  puniOimentB,  in  cafe  of  difobediehce  to  hinifeif, 
all  this  Marcion  proves  from  the  Old  Teftament,  the 
work  of  the  malignant  caufe,  in  it  the  rewards  and  pu- 
niftiments  propofed  only  tend  to  attach  men  to  this 
vifible  world  ;  todiflipate  theillufion,  the  good  principle* 
God,  nfTumed  the  appearance  of  humanity,  propofed 
rewards  and  punifhrnents  in  the  New  Teftament,  his 
work,  in  order  to  break  every  attachment  to  this  vifi- 
ble world,  and  difengage  the  fouls,  which  he  had  created 
from  the  dominion  and  power  of  the  malignant  fpirit. 
From  thefe  principles  Marcion  concluded  that  it  is  the 
indifpcnfable  duty  of  all  men  to  refift  every  inclination 
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which  attaches  them  to  the  ^world,  and  deftroy  all  the 
works  of  the  malignant  fpirit,  who  created  it.  Marriage 
was  mod  ftri&ly  prohibited  in  order  to  prevent  the  pro- 
creation of  organized  bodies,  in  which  the  malignant  fpirit 
entangles  fouls,  and  makes  them  fubject  to  his  dominion  ; 
namelefs  crimes,  excefles  the  mod  abominable,  were  au- 
thorise: to  prevent  the  procreation  of  human  bodies,  leaft 
the  malignant  fpirit  mould  entangle  happy  fouls  in  .them. 
The  Marcionites  had  the  greateft .contempt  for  life,  and 
the  mofi  deeply  rooted  averfion  to  that  malignant  God, 
whom  they  called  the  creator  of  this  viiible, world.  Theo- 
doret  f^ys,  that  he  faw  a  Marcionite,  aged  90  years5 
who  felt  the  moft  fenfible  affliction,  when  ^  neceffity  com- 
pelled him  to  nourifh  his  body  with  any  of  the  produc- 
tions of  the  earth  ?   To  eat  any  of  the*  fruits,  produced 
by  the  malignant  fpirit,  was  a  humiliation  to  which  he 
Cub  mi  t  ted  through '.meer  neceffiry.    See  Ter,  con.  Mar* 
Thefe  doctrines  St.  Paul  condemns  in  a  few  words  :  he 
fays,  that  marriage  is  not  only  lawful  but  honorable  ; 
that  every  creature  of  God  is  good.   What  catholic  ever 
doubted  it  ?  He  did  not  condemn  or  cenfure  the  virtues 
of  perpetual  chadity,and  con  tinency,  which  Chrid  himfelf 
prachfed  and.  recommended,  nor  did  he  condemn  thefe 
voluntary  mortifications,   which  he  himfelf  practifed  to 
reduce  his  body  to  fubjection  ;  that  fading  and  prayer,  by 
which  alone  the  unclean  fpirit  is  caltout.    Have  the 
moths  effaced  from  the  cadigator's  copy  of  the  tedament 
that  paflage  in  which  Ghrid  fays,  that  the  dumb  and 
deaf  fpirit  cannot  be  expelled  but  by  fafting  and  prayer — 
"  tmto  to  genos  en  oudeni  dunatai  exelthein  ei  me  en  Pro/euche 
kai  Nefteia*' — Markix,  29.    The  writer  flirewdiy  fuf- 
pects  that  the  Edinburgh  cadigator's  ob  is  one  of  that 
clafs.  His  averfion  tochadity  (hews  him  to  bean  unclean, 
fpirit ;  and  his  deeply  rooted  hatred  to  fading  and  prayer 
proves  him  to  be  of  that  very   ciafs  of  unclean  fpirits, 
which,  a?  the  Saviour  fays,  are  expelled  but  by  fading 
and  prayer. 

After  a  difplay  of  wit   on  the  the  celibacy  of  the 
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clergy,  and  rhefe  unprofitable  aufterities  of  faffing,  abfli- 
nence  and  prayer,  fo  hateful  to  the  difciples  6f  Epicurus, 
the  caftigator  obferves  the  great  ufe  of  prophecy,  fince 
from  it  he  is  "  enabled  to  conclude  that  the  pope  is  anti- 
chriftj  and  the  fcriptures  are  the  word  of  God/5 — p.  242. 
The  writer  acknowledges  the  great  ufe  of  prophecy., 
more  particularly  this  prophecy  of  St.  Paul,  which  the 
caftigator  has  cited  :  from  it  he  concludes  that  the  cadi- 
gator's  obAs  one  of  them  fed  ucing  fpirits,  of  which  the  a- 
poftle  fpoke.  This  conclufion  is  not  founded  on  that 
no'n  fen  Ileal  jargon,  which  converts  one  man  into  many 
fpirits,  and  many  fpirits  info  a  fuccelGon  of  popes,  it  is 
founded  on  the  apoiUes*  words?  underftood  in  the  plain 
literal  fenfe,  in  which  every  man  muft  underftand  them  : 
the  a  pottle  fays  :  *t  fome  will  apofiatize  /rem  the  faith" 
"  apojltifoniai  tines  th  pi Q cos."  If  fome  will  depart  from 
the  faith,  others  will  perfevere  in  it  :  otherwife  the  a- 
ppftle  would  not  have  laid  fome,  tines but  all,  "  ponies  " 
and  it  would  not  have  been  a  departure  of  fome  from 
the  fail h,  but  the  total  deft  rucl  ion  of  the  faith.  Did 
the  catbohV  pallors  and  people  at  any  time  depart 
from  the  church  of  this  caftigator>  its  defcriptive  title 
the  writer  does  not  know  ?  Wis  \%  at  any  time"  the 
church  of  all  nations,  from  which  all  other  feels  original- 
ly departed  ?  No,  our  caftigator  informs  us,  that  his  an- 
ceftors  were  expelled  from  the  communion  of  the  Romifh 
c march — p.  142.  He  adds,  that  it  was  for  their  adher- 
ence to  the  truths  of  religion  they  were  expelled  fipm 
the  Romifh  church  :  there  never  was  a  feci,  which  cid 
not  aiTign  the  fame  reafon,  but  it  is  not  the  lefs  true, 
that  they  were  in  it,  or  they  could  not  be  expelled  from 
it.  They  therefore  are  not  that  church  from  which  the 
apoftle  faid  fome  would  depart  :  they  departed  from  it, 
the  faith  continued  in  it,  and  this  caftigator's  ob  is  one  of 
fe  (cdu:i"ns:  fpirits;  which  makes  its  lad  exertions  to 
c^ntiifue  a  deluflon,  originally  founded  on  impefture. 
Astamft  this  reafon  in  s^wyld  declamation,  is  vain:  tales 
of  popes  and  friars,  w  hether  true  or-  falfe,  may  amufe 

idlencfs 


36S 

.  .  .  .  ;.  i 
id'lenefs  or  gratify  malignity,  but  they  cannot  falfify  the 

apoftle's  words  :  fome  will  depart  from  the  faith.  Some, 

not  all  :  they  who  form  new  conventicles  depart  :  it  is 

the  fhip  which  departs  from  the  more  :  he  mu ft  be  ftupid 

indeed.,  who  cannot  make  the  reflection,  and  his  infenu- 

bility  mud  be  great  if  he  does  not  feel  it. 

This  fpi.fit  of  criticifrn,  which  difcoyers,  the  divine 
infpiratjon  of  the  fcriptures  in  the  mode  of  expreflion, 
and  this  prophecy  which  enables  him  to  conclude  that 
every  pope  is  antichrill,  though  the  apofile  knew  but 
one,  do  not  entirely  fatisfy  him,  they  produce  a  rational 
perfuafion,  but  not  divine  faith  :  "  there  may  he."  he 
fays,  p.  242,  46  a  rational  perfuafion  of  the  divine  infpi- 
ration  of  the  fcriptures,  where  divine  faith  is  wan  ting." 
The  caufe  is  defperate  ;  after  many  druggies  he  gives  it 
up  :  it  is  not  an  article  of  his  faith  that  the  fcriptures, 
are  divinely  infpired,  it  is  but  a  rational  perfuafion. 

If  it  be  not  an  article  of  faith  that  the  fcriptures  are 
divinely  infpired,  it  is  not  a  fin  sgainft  faith  to  deny  it. 
The  proportion  is  evident  ;  if  it  be  not  a  fin  againfl 
faith  to  deny  that  the  fcriptures  are  divinely  infpired, 
it  is  not  a  fin  againft  faith  to  deny  that  any  article  con- 
tained  in  them  is  divinely  infpired.  This  proportion 
is  not  lefs  manifeft  than  the  former  :  for  it  furpalfes  ab- 
furdity  to  fay,  that  the  articles  contained  in  the  fcriptures 
are  divinely  infpired,  and  the  fcriptures  themfelves  are 
not.  Hence  it  f  ollows  that  in  the  doctrine  exprefsly 
taught  by  this  new- modelled  Edinburgh  preacher,  a  man 
may  be  a  Chriftian,  who  does  not  "believe  a  word  of  the 
gofpcl ;  he  had  already  told  us  that  a  man  may  be  a 
Saint  of  God  though  cond  ierably  involved  in  the  pollu- 
tions of  fin.    impiety  cannot  go  further. 

After  filling  four  or  five  pages  with  pilLges  of  f-rip- 
ture*  which  have  no  reference  whatever  to  the   fnbj  < 
under  difcufiion,  interfperfed  with  ftupid  pbfervatiorj 
loofe  and  unconnected,  to   which,  if  any  deterif!inat£ 
fenfe  can  be  affixed,  it  is  that  faith  is  a  gift 
What  Chriftian  ever  denied,  or  even  doubted  it  I  Thcfe 
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obfervations,  he  fays,  (hew  how  a  man,  who  never  read 
the  fcriptures,  may  know  the  truths  contained  in  them 
to  be  the  word  of  God—p.  246 ;  he  ought  to  have 
told  us  how  the  proteftant,  who  takes  the  fcriptures  for 
a  fole  and  fufEcient  rule  of  faith,  knows  that  thefe- 
truths,which  he  believes  to  be  the  word  of  God,  are  con- 
tained in  the  fcriptures.  This  is  the  embarrafling  quefti- 
on,  from  which,  by  a  multiplicity  of  unmeaning  words, 
he  endeavours  to  divert  the  attention  o(  his  readers.  The 
writer  tells  him  once  more  that,  if  the  proteftant,  who 
does  not  read  the  fcriptures,  knows  the  truthsj  which 
he  believes  to  be  the  word  of  God,  to  be  con- 
tained in  them,  he  muft  know  it  either  on  the  tef- 
timony  of  thofe,  who  read  them,  or  by  divine  infpira- 
tion.  There  is  no  mean,  and,  in  either  cafe,  the  fcrip- 
tures are  not  his  rule  of  faith. 

Our  caftigator  continues  his  observations  on  the  pow- 
erful influence  of  the  fcriptures  over  the  minds  of  men, 
as  if  Catholics  doubted  it ;  but  they  tell  him,  that  the 
fcriptures  have  no  influence  over  the  minds  of  men,  who 
know  nothing  of  their  contents,  the  man  who  believes 
it  muft  be  as  ftupid  as  this  caftigator.  He  cites  paflages 
from  Auftin  and  Juftin,  The  former  fays  that  his  con- 
yeriion  was  effected  by  reading  an  epiftle  of  St.  Paul,  and 
the  latter  fays  :  that  the  Chriftian  doctrine  pofleffes  a 
certain  innate  majefty  both  to  terrify  and  allure  the  finner. 
Thefe  extracts  are  as  much  to  the  purpofe  as  extracts 
from  the  alcoran.  Was  Auftin  an  illiterate  man  ?  Was 
Juftin  a  man  who  could  not  read  ?  Does  he  intend  to 
perfuade  us  that  Chrift  fpilled  his  blood  but  for  the  very 
few,  who  are  capable  of  underftandlng  the  fcriptures  r 
The  writer  is  weary  of  refuting  thefe  little  arts  by  which 
this  caftigator  deludes  the  uninformed .. 

After  thefe  obfervations,  our  caftigatpr,  who  knows 
no  end  of  tranferibing,  fills  two.  pages  with  an  extract 
from  the  writer's  Rt/narks^  in  which  St.  Auftin's  reafon- 
ing  atnin'ft  the  Manicheans  is  ftated,  to  which,  after 
fome  coarfe  invectives  againft  popes  and  papifts,  he  re- 
plies 
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plies  "  that  though  St.  Auftin  had  actually  viewed  all 
faith  as  founded  on  the  teftimony  of  the  church,  it  by 
no  means  follows  as  a  confequent  that  his  fentiments  are 
juft,  p.  249  After  citing  fome  pafiages  from  that  Fa- 
ther, which  have  the  fame  tendency,  and  only  ferve  to 
confirm  the  writer's  remarks,  blending  ignorance  with 
artifice*  he  attempts  an  evafion,  by  wrefting  Auftin's 
words  from  their  natural  fignification,  and  the  only  fenfe 
which  they  can  bear  :  Auftin  fays  :  u  I  would  not  be- 
lieve the  gofpel  unlefs  the  authority  of  the  univerfdl 
Church  induced  me."  In  quoting  thefe  words,  he  fays, 
the  writer  had  omitted  the  term  univerfal,  which  is  true 
and  with  unufual  fagacity  he  difcovers  that  Auftin  did 
not  found  his  belief  on  the  teftimony  of  the  church,  but 
on  the  univerfality  of  the  teftimony.  A  plain  man,  not 
pofiefTed  by  this  caftigator's  obt  could  not  difcover  this 
univerfality  ofteftitnony  in  Auftin's  words  at  all.  He  fpeaks 
of  the  authority  of  the  Catholic  church,  not  a  word  of 
the  univerfality  of  its  teftimony  :  "  Ecclefia  Catholica  Aute- 

This  fedion  the  caftigator  clofes  with  ftri&ures  on  the 
writer  for  attempting,  as  he  impudently  afterts,  tode- 
ftroy  the  authority  of  the  fcriptures  through  interefted 
views  ;  the  writer  eafily  conceives,  why  a  felf  conftituted 
paftor,  engaged  in  the  propagation  of  the  human  ipecies, 
as  his  mod  indifpenfable  duty,  finding  an  honorable 
fupport  for  a  family  in  the  fimplicity  of  his  admirers, 
mould  feel  ferioufiy  alarmed  at  any  attempt  to  diiiipate 
the  delufion  ;  but  why  he  fhould  lend  thefe  motives, 
which  operate  fo  powerfully  on  himfelfi  to  a  man,  who 
has  not  the  fame  inducements,  is  not  fo  eafily  conceived  : 
they  were  riot  teachers  fubjecl  to  the  feverity  of  catholic 
difcipline,  whom  the  apoftle  introduced,  faying :  "  by 
this  craft  we  have  our  wealth." 

He  opens  the  next  fe&ion  by  expofing  the  views  of 
the  Romifh  church  :  "  me  is  confeious,"  he  fays,  "  that 
many  of  her  doctrines  are  inconfiftent  with  the  plained 
principles  of  religion/'    The  reader  muft  not  fufpeel:  him 
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of  calumny:  his  ob  infpires  him,  and  enables  him  to  de- 
tect the  views  of  men,  though  concealed  from  the  eyes 
of  the  world  ;  and  it  is  to  fupport  thefe  doctrines  that 
{he  has  invented  tradition.  This  tradition  conveys  a  ter- 
rific idea,  and  what  rriakes  it  doubly  alarming  is, that  both 
the  term  and  the  idea,  which  it  conveys,  is  of  the  mod 
venerable  antiquity  ;  by  this  tradition  all  the  errors  and 
herefies;  which  have  disfigured  chriftianity  fince  the, 
ap  files5  days,  have  been  refuted  and  condemned,  and 
their  authors  coniigned  to  infamy  ;— *fee  Tertullian's  rea- 
{oiiwgjtemarks,  p.  142,  and  Ircneus's^p.  gj^ib  this  work. 
To  thefe  the  writer  adds  an  extract  from  Bqftl  the  Great , 
a  writer,  who  though  his  authority  may  not  be  equal 
to  that  of  this  Edinburgh  caftigator's  ob,  has  been  confi- 
dered  as  one  of  the  moil  intelligent,  eloquent  and  pious 
writers  whom  the  chriftian  world  has  yet  produced.  The 
writer  of  his  life,  a  fevere  critic,  fays  of  Baiil  :  f'  His  ftyle 
is  elevated  and  majeftic,  his  reafoning  profound,  his 
erudition  extenuve  ;  his  writings  were  read  by  ail  people 
even  the  heathens,  they  compared  him  to  the  mofl  cele-* 
brated  orators  of  antiquity  ;  and  he  may  be  equalled  to 
the  mofl  eloquent  fathers  of  the  church;  From  his  book 
on  the  Holy  GhofT,  which  St.  Jerom,  calls  an  egregious 
work,  the  writer  gives  a  tranferipe  in  the  original  now 
before  him.  *f  Ton  en  te  ekklefia  pephulagmenon  dog- 
ma'on  ta  men  ektes  agraphou  didafkalias  echomen,  ta  de 
ck  ton  apoftoion  paradofeos  diadothenta  emin  en  mufteriS 
paradexametha.aperamphoteraten  auten  ifchun  echei  pros 
ten  eufebeian  kai  toutois  oudeis  anterei  oitis  ge  kan  kata 
rnikron  goun  thefmon  ekklefiafiichon  pepeiratai.  Ei  gar 
epicheireifamen  ta  agrapha  ton  ethon  6s  ou  megalen 
echonta  ten  dunamin  paraiteifthai  lathoimen  an  eis  auta 
ta  kairia  zemiountes  to  euaggelion,  inallon  de  eis  onoma 
pfilon  periiftontes  to  kerugma,  oion  ina  tou  protou  kai 
koinotatou  proton  mneftho  to  tupo  tau  ftorau  tous  eis 
to  onoma,  tou  kuriou  enon  Jetou  Chriftou  elpikotas 
katafevnainefthai  tis  0  dia  grammatos  cidaxas  ;  to  pros 
anatolas  petrapthai  kata  ten  profeuchen  poion  edidaxen 
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$roas  grammata  tes  epiklefcos  renuta  epi  anadelxei 
tou  srtou  euchariftias  e  tou  poteriou  tes  eulugias  tis 
ton  agion  eggra^fids  cmin  kataleloipen  $  ou  gar  de 
toutois  arkoumetha,  on  6  apoftolos  e  to  cuaggelioii 
epemneflh<?3  alia  kai  prolegomen  kai  epilogomen  etera. 
6s  megalen,  echonta  pros  to  mufterion  ten  ifchun  ek 
tes  agrapbou  diduikalios  paralabontes.  Euiogoumen 
de  to  udor  tou  Bapufmatos  kai  to  claion  tes  Chryfcds 
tat   profeti  an  ton  ton  baptizomenon  apo  poion  eg- 
'-graph  on  ;  ouk  apo  tes  fiopomenes  kai  muftikes 
paradoieos ,   ti  de  auten  tou  elaiou  ten  Cbrifen  tis 
logos  gegrammenos  edidaxe  ;  to  de  tris  baptizesthai 
ton  anthropon  potben  ;  alia  de  c  fa  per  to  Baptifma 
apotauefthai  to  Satana  kai  tois  aggelois  autou  ek  poias 
efti  graphes  ;     ouk  ek   tes   ademoficutou  toutes 
kai    aporretou  didalkalias   en    en  apolupragmon- 
eto,  aperiergaftd  fige*  6i  pateres  emon  ephulaxan  ka* 
16s  ekeinoi  dedidagmenoi  ton  mufterion  ta  femma 
fiope  diafofefthai  a  gar  oude  cpopteuein  exefti  amue- 
fcois  touton  p6s  an  en  eikos  ten  didalkalian  thriam- 
beueinai  en  grammafin." 

c<  Of  inftitutions  obferved  in  the  church  we  have 
fome  from  written  doctrine,  and  fome  delivered  to  us 
from  the  tradition  of  the  apoftles,  both  which  have 
the  fame  tendency  to  piety,  and  thefe  no  man  con- 
tradicts, if  he  be  in  the  lead  converlant  with  ecclcfi- 
aflical  laws  :  for  if  we  attempt  tofet  afide  unwritten 
cuftoms  as  having  no  great  force,  we  imprudently 
hurt  the  gofpel  in   its  principal  parts,  and  reduce 
preaching  to  an  empty  name.    For  to  affign  firft, 
what  is  firft  and  moft  common,  who  in  writing  has 
taught  that  they,  who  hope  in  the  name  of  our  Lord 
Jefus  Chrift  are  to  be  figned  by  the  figure  of  the  Oofs? 
To  turn  to  the  eaft  in  prayer,  what  writing  ha5  taught 
us  ?  The  words  of  invocation  over  the  oblation  of  the 
bread  of  the  eucharift,  or  the  chalict  of  benediction , 
who  of  the  faints  has  left  us  in  writing  ?  For  we  are  not 
content  wjtjathefe.  which  are  remembered  by  the  apof- 

X  tie, 


37® 


tie,  and  the  gofpel,  but  both  before  and  after,  we  fay 
others,  as  having  great  virtue  towards  the  myftery,  and 
which  we  have  received  from  unwritten  doctrine  ;  we 
blefs  the  water  of  baptifm  and  the  oil  of  uhdtion,  and  alfo 
the  perfon  to  be  baptifed,  from  what  writing  ?  Is  it  not 
from  fecret  and  myftical  tradition  ?  And  the  unction  of 
oil,  what  written  word  has  taught  it  ?  To  immerfe  the 
perfon  thrice,  whence  is  it?  And  whatfoever  other  things 
concerning  baptifm, as  to  renounceSatan  and  his  angels, 
from  what  writing  is  it  ?  Is  it  not  from  that  doctrine  not 
publicly  fpoken,  which  our  fathers  in  peaceful  fiiettce^ 
free  from  vain  curiofity,  prefer ved  ?  And  they  them- 
felves,  well  inihucred  to  preferve  the  gravity  of  my  fie- 
ri es.  in  filence.  How  is  it  veri  similar  that  the  doctrine 
of  thefe  things,  w  hich  are  not  to  be  feen  by  them,  who 
are  not  initiated,  would  be  triumphantly  fhewn  in  writ- 
ings.5' 

After  faying  that  Mofes  did  notexpofeto  public  view, 
the  rites  and  ceremonies  practifed  in  the  temple,  Bafil 
affigns  tne  reafon,  why  doctrines  taught,  and  rites  irilti- 
tuted  by  the  apoftles,  were  not  committed  to  writing  at 
all.  Kata  ton  auton  de  tropondeoi  ta  peri  tasekdlelias 
exarches  diathefmothetefantes  apoftoloi  de  patres  en  to 
ktkrummono  de  aphthegeto  to  femnon  toismuOeriois 
ephulaffon  oude  gar  a  16s  mutter  ion  to  eis  ten  demode  kai 
eikaian  akouen  ekphoroun,  Outos  6  logos  tes  ten  a- 
graphon  paraddfeos  6s  me  katanvelleteVheifan  ton  dog- 
niaton  gnofm  eukatophroneten  tois  poliois  genefthai 
dia  funethtia  :  alio  gar  dogma  alio  kerugma.  Ta  men 
gar  dogmata  fiopatai  ta  de  kerugmata  demofieuetai 
fiopes  de  eidos  kai  afapheia  e  kechretai  e  graphe 
dultheoreton  katofkeuaxoufa  ton  dogmaton  ton  noun 
pros  to  ten  tntugchanton  Luiiteles."  In  the  fame 
manner  the  apofties  and  fathers  in  the  commence- 
ment, inftituting  rites  and  things  concerning  the 
churches,  preferved  in  fecret  and  in  filence  their  ma- 
jeily  to  the  myfteries  :  for  that  is  not  altogether  a 
mjftery,  which  is  brought  to  public  and  common 
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hearing.    This  is  the  reafon  of  the  tradition   of  un- 
written things,  that  the  neglected  knowledge  of  rites 
may  not  become  contemptible  to  many  from  cuftom  : 
a  rire  is  one  thing,  a  doclrine  is  another,  rites  are 
paffed  in  filence,  doctrines  are  publifhed.    There  is  a 
iecret  of  filence  and  obfcurity,  which  the  fcripture 
ufes  pre-difpofing  the  fenfe  of  inilitutions,  fo   that  it 
is  with  difficulty  difcovered,  and  that  for  the  advan- 
tage of  them  who  find  it."  He  then  enumerates  many 
rites  inftituted  by  the  apoftles,  and  fays  :  epileipfe 
me  emera  ta  agrapha  tes  ekklefias  mufteria  diegou- 
menon.    E6  ta   alia,  auten  de  ten   omologian  tes 
pUieos  pifteuein  eis  patera  kai  uion  kai  agion  pneu- 
ma  ek  jjoio.i  grammaton  eckomen.     The  day  would 
fail  rne  relating  the  unwritten  myfteries  of  the  church. 
I  omit  other  things  ;  the  very  confefiion  of  faith,  to 
believe  in  the  Father,  and  the  Son,  and  the  Holy 
Oh  oft,  from  what  writings  have  we  it  ?    Lib.  de  Sp. 
fan.   Cap.  27*. 

Our  Edinburgh  caftigat^r  would  have  told  him 
that  the  moll  illiterate  of  his  new- modelled  converts 
finds -it  in  the  fcriptures.  How  wonderfully  the 
world  has  been  enlightened  by  thefe  new  teachers  ! 
What  Bafil  the  Great  could  not  find  in  the  new 
t'  it  tment,  though  Written  in  his  native  language,  in 
the  language  which  he  had  learnt  from  his  mother, 
every  mfcipie  of  the  new  fchool  finds  in  the  Englifh 
verfion  !  And,  what,  to  all  plain  men  feems  incredible, 
even  they,  who  have  yet  their  alphabet  to  learn. 

How  this  venerable  Greek  would  ftare,  if  he  were 
told  that  all  thefe  rites  and  ceremonies,  which  he,  on 
the  teftimony  of  his  predeceflors,  believed  to  have 
been  inftituted  by  the  apoftles,  were  popifh  fuperftiti- 
ons,  and  this  unwritten  tradition  invented  by  the 
pope  in  fupport  of  them  !  This  great  prelate, revered  by 
the  Chriftian  world,  died  in  the  year  379,  that  is  two 
hundred  and  eleven  years  before  Gregory  the  Great 
began  to  govern  the  church,  after  vvhofe  death  the 
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pope  was  converted  into  Antichrift  by  the  impofture 
of  an  impudent  monk. 

Be  that  as  it  will,  B.afll  informs  us  thatthefe  rites  and 
ceremonies,  which  the  caftigator  derides,  becaufe  they 
are  not  found  in  the  fcripturcs,  were  inftitutcd  by  the 
apoftlcs,and  afligns  the  reafon  why  they  were  not  writ- 
ten, but  transmitted  by  oral  tradition  to  the  parlors  in 
fucceffion ;  fbme  eleven  or  twelve  hundred  years  before 
Calvin  or  Knox  had  enlightened  the  world  with  their 
lucubrations ;  and  fo  univerfally  was  it  believed  that 
thefe  rites  were  of  apoftoiical  inftitution,  that  no  man 
in  the  lead  converfant  with  ecclcfiaftical  discipline  was 
found  to  contcftit  \  he  alfo  infcrms  us  that  doctrines  of 
faith  were  founded  on  this  apoflolical  tradition  \  begin- 
ning  his  feventh  chapter  of  that  celebrated  work  on  th6 
Hcly'Ghoft,  he  fays :  ede  de  kai  peri  tou  agioU  pneu- 
ni2tos  tas  koinps  $mori  ennoias  apoiai  tines  elfin  exe- 
taiomen  tas  te  ek  ton  graphon  peri  auton  funactheifas 
$m%n  kai  as  ek  tasagraphcu  paradoxes  ton  pation^die- 
<3i"<:,exametha9,s  and  now  concerning  the  Holy  Ghoft 
we  mail  examine  our  common  notions  of  what  nature 
fome  are  concerning  him ;  thefe  are  collected  by  us 
from  the  fcriptures>  and  thofe  we  have  received  from 
the  unwritten  tradition  of  the  fathers, 

In  his  29th  chapter  in  reply  to  an  exception  taken 
Ugainft  the  doxolcgy  on  which  he  had  founded  a  proof 
of  the  divinity  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  Bsfii  fay*;  pros  ge 
men  amarturon  kaiagraphon  einai  ten  fun  to  pneumatt 
doxologian  ekeino  legomeri,  ad  ei  men  meden  eteron 
agraphon  medc  auto  paradechtheto  ei  de  ta  pleista  to 4 
muftion  agraphos  emin  crnpoliteuetai  ineta  polidn 
eteron  kai  auto  katadexometha,  apoftolikon  de  oimai 
de  to  tais  agraphois  paradofelii  paramencm;  as  to  the 
doxology  (with  the  Holy  GhoR)  being  unattefted 
and  unwritten  this  we  fay :  if  there  be  nothing  elfe 
unwritten  let  that  alfo  be  not  received;  but  if  many 
ftm-;  s  are  received  by  us  without  writing,  let  us  re- 
ceive this  wiiK  iariy  others.   I  Jfticfe  it  is  apoftoiical 
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tO'perfevere  in  unwi  -  ten  traditions.  He  then  cites  the 
following  paifage  from  St.  Paul's  epiftle  ift.  C.  xi.  2. 
epaind  gar  phefin  umas  oti  panta  mou  menmefthe  kai 
kathos  paredoka  umin  tas  paradofsis  katechete.  I  praik 
you,  fays  he,  (P.)  becaufe  you  remember  alt  things  of 
mine  and  as  I  delivered  to  you, you  hold  the  traditions/' 
To  this  paifage,  from  the  firft  to  the  Corinthians,  he  im- 
mediately fubjoins  the  following  patTage  from  the  fe» 
cond  to  the  Thelfaionians,  ii.  14.  kai  te  krateite  tas 
paradofeis  as  paralabete  cite  diaiogou  eitedi  epiffcolas; 
and  this,  "  hold  faft  the  traditions  which  you  have  re- 
ceived, whether  by  word  or  by  letter  he  then  ihews 
that  though  the /doxology  be  not  found  in  Scripture 
it  is  no:  the  lefs  certain  as  it  is  found  in  the  writings  of 
thefe,  who  were  inftructcd  by  the  apoftles  and  their 
immediate  fuccelfors,  he  cites  Clement  of  Rome, 
Ireneus,  Dennis  of  Rome,  Dennis  of  Alexandria,  &c. 

Of  all  the  great  writers  of  antiquity,  there  is  not 
one  of  greater  weight  and  authority  than  Bafll,  and 
he  attefts  that  thefe  rites  and  ceremonies,  which  ioi- 
pofture  impudently  pretends  to  have  been  invented 
by  popes  fume  centuries  after  his  death,  were  religi- 
ouily  obferved  in  his  time,  and  believed  to  be  of 
apoftoUcal  inftitution,  the  fame  truth  is  aitefted  by  the 
few  writers  who  preceded  Bafil,  and  whofe  works 
are  yet  extant-  Tertuilian,  in  his  book  on  the  foldiers* 
crown,  fays  :  we  make  oblations  for  the  dead,'  and 
for  our  birth  on  the  annual  day ;  we  think  it  a  crime 

to  faft  on  Sunday  at  going  out  and  coming  in, 

at  putting  on  our  cloths  and  our  moes  ....  we  wear 
our  forehead  with  the  fign  of  the  crofs,  of  thefe  and 
many  other  cuftoms  if  you  alk  the  law  from  the  fcrip- 
tures  you  will  find  none.  Tradition  is  offered  as  found- 
ing,  cuftom  confirming  and  faith  obferving.  Cap.  4. 

A  fimilar  teftimony  is  given  by  Clement  of  Alex- 
andria, a  writer  more  ancient  than  Tertuilian  by  fome 
years,  and  of  more  unqueRionable  authority  :  they/* 
fays  he,  "  who  prefer ved  the  true  tradition  of  Jl 
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doctrine  from  the  holy;  apoftles  J^Jeter,  James,  John 
and  Paul,  as  a  fon  receives  from  their  father,  [few 
fons  arc  like  their  fathers  J  through  the  will  of  God 
arrived  at  our  time  to  depofit  with  us,  the  apoftolical 
feeds  received  from  anceftors.  He  did  not  reveal  to 
the  many  thefe  things,  which  did  not  belong  to  the 
many,  but  to  the  few,  whom  h&  knew  fit  to  receive 
them  and  be  formed  by  them,"  Sh.  Lib.  i. 

Clement  had  ftudied  under  the  celebrated  Pantenus, 
and  fucceeded  him  in  the  Chriftian  fchool  at  Alexan- 
dria, founded  by  the  evangeiift  St.  Marc.   His  works 
Jerorn  calls  injignia  volumina  plena  eruditionis&  eloquent/a, 
remarkable  works ,  fall  of  erudition  and  eloquence*    In  the 
fchool  founded  by  the  evangeiift  he  had  learned 
that  Chrift  did  not  think  it  neceffary  to  reveal  to  the 
multitude  the  rites  and  ceremonies,  by  which  the 
biOiops  and  other  minifters  of  his  church  are  inftitu- 
tcd,  nor  the  rites  and  ceremonies  to  be  obferved  by 
them  in  the  celebration  of  the  divine  myfteries  and 
adminiftration    of  facraments  committed  to  them, 
not  to  the  multitude  ;  and  we  know' from  Balil  that 
in  his  time  thefe  rites  were  not  committed  to  writing 
at  all.  This  injunction  of  St.  Paul  to  his  difciple  Ti- 
mothy, C€  thefe  things  which  you  have  heard  from  me  by 
many  witmjfs  the  fame  commit  to  faithful  men,  who  will 
he  capable  of  teaching  others,91  2.  Tim.  ii.  £,  was  ob- 
ferved by  other  bifhops  asm  well  as  by  that  prelate  : 
they  did  riot  write  thefe  things  for  the  multitude 
becaufe  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  multitude  to  teach 
others,  it  was  their  duty  to  learn  ;  but  they  commit- 
ted them  to  faithful  men,  whofe  duty  it  was  to  teach 
others.    Thus  the  chief  pallors  tranfmitted  the  doc- 
trines, the  rites  and  ceremonies,  which  they  had  learn- 
ed from  their  predeceffors,  to  their  fucceffors  in  office. 

Ignatius,  a  difciple  of  St.  John  the  Evangeiift,  bifhop 
©f  Antioch,  on  his  way  to  Rome,  where  he  fuffered  for 
the  faith ;  exhorted  the  taithful  in  the  different  cities 
through  which  he  palled  to  pcrfevere  in  the  traditions 
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$f  the  apoftles  Eufebius,  His.  Ec.  lib.  3.  cap.  36.  fays  of 
him,  ^  Ignatius,  who,  fecond  after  Peter,  obtained  the 
chair  of  Antioch  when  he  was  conducted  through  Alia, 
under  a  (trier,  guard  of  foldiers  confirming  the  churches 
in  the  feveral  cities  through  which  he  pafled,  admo* 
nifhed  them  in  the  firft  place  to  beware  of  the  corrupt 
opinions  -of  fectaries.  which  then  began  to  come  to 
light  and  to  fpread  widely  ;  he  exhorted  them  to  ad- 
here with  firmnefs  to  the  traditions  of  the  apoftles, 
which  for  the  more  certain  knowledge  of  pofterity  he 
thought  it  neccfiary  to  commit  to  writing,  confirmed 
by  his  teftimony." 

The  letters  of  this  apoftolical  patriarch  are  yet  ex- 
tant :  he  ftri&ly  and  repeatedly  recommends  unity  of 
fentiment,  and  obedience  to  bifhops,  priefts  and  dea- 
cons. Our  Edinburgh  caftigator,  with-  the  neweft: 
modelled  modefty,  tells  us  on  the  veracity  of  his  ob9 
that  his  new  church,  in  which  their  is  neither  bilhop, 
pneft  nor  deacon,  has  re-affumed  the  form  of  this 
primitive  church.  This  is,  perhaps,  the  moft  grofs 
imposition  that  ever  was  obtruded  on  public  credulity. 

In  order,  if  poflible,  to  undeceive  many  well-mean- 
ing and  pioufly  difpofed  peifons,  who  are  the  victims 
cf  their  own  fimplicity,  the  writer  adds  to  the  testi- 
mony of  thefe  venerable  prelates  of  the  Greek  church, 
aga  nft  whom  no  exception  can  be  flared,  the  teftimony 
oi  the  greater!  Latin  writers  which  the  Chriftian  world 
knows. 

St.  Auftin  in  his  fifth  Book  on  Baptifm  againft  the 
Donatifts,  cap.  23.  n.  3 1.  fays,  "that  cuitom  which 
was  oppofed  to  Cyprian  mutt  be  believed  to  have  taken 
its  beginning  from  their  (the  apoftles')  tradition,  as 
there  are  many  other  things  which  the  whole  church 
holds  and  for  this  are  juftly  believed  to  have  been 
commanded  by  the  apoftles  though  they  are  not  found 
written." 

Jerom  in  his  book  againft  theLuciferians,  introduces 
the  Luciferian  advancing  a  truth  which  he  endeavour- 
ed 
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ed  to  wreft  in  fupport  of  error  :  "  do  not  you  know,*5 
fays  the  Luciferian,  *-  this  to  be  the  cuftoni  of  churches 
that  after  baptifm  hands  are  irnpofed  on  the  baptifed, 
and  the  Holy  Ghoft  thus  invoked  !    You  alk  where 
it  is  written  ?  In  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles;  but  if  for 
this  the  authority  of  the  fcripture  were  not  found,  the 
content  of  the  whole  world  is  as  a  precept  ;  for  many 
other  things  are  ohferved  in  the  church  on  tradition, 
which  have  obtained  the  authority  of  written  law." 
To  this  Jerom  replies;  "I do  not  deny  the  cuftom  of  the 
fchurch  .  c  .  .  but  why  is  it  that  you  transfer  the  laws 
of  the  church  to  herefy  ?  he  then  mews  that  though  it 
be  the  eftablifhedand  univerfal  cuftoni  of  the  church  for 
the  bifhop  to  impofe  hands  on  the  baptifed  to  invoke 
the  Holy  Ghoft,  it  is  not  the-  lefs  true  that  the  grace  of 
the  fcloly  Ghoft  is  conferred  in  baptifm.  This  power  of 
impoling  hands,  that  is,  of  administering  theSacrament 
of  Confirmation  is  referved  to  the  Biftiopi  he  fays,  for 
the  honour  of  the  priefthood,    Thefe  are  his  words* 
"  the  fafety  of  the  church  depends  on  the  dignity  of  the 
chief  prieft ;  for  if  there  be  Rot  fome  extraordinary 
and  eminent  power  given  to  him  there  will  be  as  many 
fchifms  in  the  church  as  pHefts."    Hence  it  is  that 
without  the  Chrism  and  the  biftiop's  order,  neither 
prieft  nor  deacon  has  a  right  to  baptife  though  it  be 
allowed  when  necefiity  compels  even  for  the  laity  to 
do  it."    He  proves  that  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Ghoft 
is  conferred  in  baptifm  from  the  baptifm  of  the  eunuch 
by  Philip  the  deacon,  on  whom  the  Holy  Ghoft  im- 
mediately defcended  without  the  impofition  of  the 
biihop's  hands,  Acts  viii.  38.  that  this  power  is  referv- 
ed o  the  bifhops  is  manireft  from  a  fact  related  in  the 
fens  chapter;  for  when  Samaria  had  received  the 
word,  though  the  converts  there  had  been  baptifed  by 
Philip,  and  had  received  the  Holy  Ghoft  as  the  eunuch 
clid  without  any  vifible  %ns,  yet  the  Holy  Ghoft  did 
not  vifibly  defcend  on  any  one  of  them  till  Peter  and 
John  had  impofe d  hands  on  them.    The  eaftigator 

can  not 
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barinot  find  in  the  fcriptures  that  this  impofitiori  of 
hands,  by  which  the  grace  of  the  Holy  Ghoftis  confer- 
ral on  the  baptifed  Chriftian,  is  a  facrament.  There  are 
none  fo  blind  as  they,  who  will  not  fee.  This  uncYion 
too,  and  thefe  other  ceremonies  of  baptifm,  which  he 
derides,  were  as  univerfally  cbferved  by  the  Lati:  s  as 
the  Greeks,  Jerom  is  a  witnefs  for  the  one,  and  Baiil  for 
the  other. 

Hilar  ius,  a  deacon  more  rigid  than  other  Luciferians, 
would  riot  acknowledge  the   Arian  baptifm,  though  in 
the  common  form,  valid,  of  him  Jeroni  fays  :  "  Hila- 
rius  as  he  has  receded  from  the  church  a  deacon,  and  is 
himfelf,  as  he  thinks;  the  people  of  the  world,  cannot 
confecrate  the  eucharift,   having  neither  bifhops  no£ 
priefts  ....  As  the  man  is  now  dead  the  feet  died  with 
him,  becaufe  a  deacon  could  not  ordain  a  clergyman  af- 
ter him,  and  that  is  not  a  church  which  has  not  a  prieft5 
but  to  pafs  unnoticed  a  few  worthlefs  men,  who  are  to 
themfelves  both  bifhops  and  laity^  hear  what  you  are  to 
believe  of  the  church  "    He  then  defcribes  the  Catholic 
church  fuch  as  it  was  then,  fuch  as  it  is  now,  and  fuch 
as  it  will  be  until  the  confummation,  and  finally  con- 
cludes, :  "  in  that  church  you  muft  remain,  which* 
founded  by  the  apoftles^  continues  Until  this  day.  If 
you  hear  thole*  who  are  faid  to  belong  to  Chrift,  named 
not  after  our  Lord  jefus  Chrift,  but  after  fome  other, 
as  Marcionites,  Valentianifts,  Montanifts,  or  Campanifts* 
know  that  it  is  not  the  church  of  Chrut  but  the  fyn<u 
gogue  of  Antiehrift  :  for  by  this  alone  that  they  have 
been  fince  inftituted  they  mew  themfelves  to  be  the  fec- 
taries  foretold  by  the  apoftle  )  and  let  them  not  flatter 
themfelves  if  from  fome  pafTages  in  the  fcriptures  they 
feem  to  confirm  what  they  f<y,  fince  the  devil  himfelf 
fpokefome  things  from  the  fcriptures,  and  the  fcriptures 
do  not  confift  in  the  reading  but  in  the  understanding  : 
for  if  we  follow  the  letter,  we  may  alfo  compofe  a  new 
doctrine  and  refufe  to  admit  into  the  church  them  who 
have  fhaes  on  ih^ir  fjgefcf  or  two  coats/'  Dial.  Con.  Luci. 

"Y  y  Our 


Our  caftigator,  who  in  vain  fought  his  ancc&ors 
amongft  the  Wicklefites,  the  Huffites,  the  Waldenfes* 
and  even  amongft  m  idolatrous  Papifts,  would  have 
found  them  in  Hilarius'  feet,  in  which  there  was  neither 
bjfliop  nor  prieft.  It  is  true  Jerom  fays  the  feci  died 
with  him,  but  it  is  revived  in  this  Edinburgh  caftiga- 
tor's  little  church,  and  the  form  re-affumed. 

St.  Auftin,  de.  Reg.  Ex.  Cap.  52,  fays  :  "  perfons 
baptifed  amongft  heretics*  who  baptife  in  the  confefliort 
of  the  Holy  Trinity  and  come  to  us,  are  received  as  bap* 
tifed,  left  the  invocation  or  confeffion  of  the  Holy  Trinity 
be  annulled,  but  they  are  taught  and  well  inftruded  in 
what  fenfe  the  myftery  of  the  Holy  Trinity  is  held  in  the 
church.  If  they  confent  to  believe  and  acquiefce  to 
confefs,  being  already  purified,  let  them  be  confirmed  in 
the  integrity  of  the  faith  by  the  impofition  of  hands  5  if  they 
bechildren,orfo  ftupid  that  they  cannot  learn  the  doctrine, 
let  thefe*  who  offer  them,  anfwer  for  them,  according  to 
thecuftom  of  the  perfon  to  be  baptifed, and  thus  ftrength- 
ened  by  the  impofition  'tf  hands  and  the  chrijm,  let  them  be 
admitted  to  the  myfteries  of  the  eucharift,"  the  unc- 
tion of  chrifm,  which  this  caftigator,  in  deriflon,  calls 
greafe,  was  therefore  religioufly  obferved  in  the  primi- 
tive church,  though  not  mentioned  in  the  fcriptures. 
This  venerable,  learned  and  pious  prelate,  St.  Auftin,  in 
his  homilies  to  the  new  Chrifiians,  explains  all  the  cere- 
monies of  baptifm  now  obferved  in  the  GathoW  church, 
which  this  caftigator,  whofe  petulance  is  equalled  but  by 
his  ignorance,  in  coarfe  and  offenftve  term s>  impudent- 
ly derides. 

From  thefe  extracts,  not  transcribed  from  a  repertory, 
in  which  the  works  of  eminent  writers  aregarbied  and 
faftuoned  by  impofture,  but  from  the  works  themfelves 
now  before  the  writer,  the  reader  will  fee  with  what 
appearance  of  truth  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  confidently 
alTerts  that  thefe  ceremt  nies  are  of  popifh  invention, 
and  tradition  invented  to  fuppoit  theei. 

If  any  man  upon  cool  reflection  can  prevail  on  himfelf 
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w  believe  that  all  thefe  great  writers  of  different  coun* 
tries,  fo.  eminent  in  fcience  and  venerable  for  fanctity, 
in  whofe  doctrine  there  is  fuch  a  perfect  coincidence,  have 
been  deceived,  or  have  combined  to  deceive  die  world, 
and  that  half  a  dozen  profligate  and  petulant  monks,  re- 
nouncing their  vows  and  promifes  to  gratify  their  paflx- 
ons,  in  whofe  opinion  there  is  nothing  but  contradicti- 
ons, each  as  inconfiftent  with  the  other,as  they  are  all  with 
truth,  have  been  fent  to  undeceive  the  world,  his  infatua- 
tion is  lamentable  indeed. 

After  (hewing,  as  he  imagines,  that  the  rites  of  ad* 
miniftering  the  facraments  of  baptifm,  and  the  euoharift, 
and  of  inftituting  the  Officers  of  the  church,  are  diftinctly 
taught  in  the  fcriptures,  though  not  one  of  thefe  great 
writers  of  antiquity  could  find  them  there,  and  the  moll 
intelligent,  as  we  have  already  feen,  fay  they  arenot  there, 
the  caftigator tells  us  thatthe  obfervanceof  the  fabbath  was 
a  Jewifh  peculiarir  y,this,he  fays,  did  not  occur  to  the  writer. 
True  it  did  not  occur  to  him  :  he  had  read  fomewhere  • 
"  and  God  bleffed  the  feventh  day  and  fanctified  it  : 
becaufe  on  it  he  had  refted  from  all  his  works/'  Gen,,  si* 
3.  This  fabbath  which  the  caftigator's  ob  difcovers  to 
have  been  a  Jewifh  peculiarity,  was,  if  Mofes  tell  truth, 
fanCtified  and,confecra|ed  to  the  divine  fervice,  feme  two 
tboufand  years  before  Abraham,  the  father  of  the  Jewifh 
nation,  was  boi'n  ;  apd  in  thexx  of  Exodus,  Mofes  afilgns 
the  fame  reafoft  as  he  did  in  the  ii  of  Genefo;  "  in  fix  days 
the  Lord  made  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  the  fea,  and  all 
that  in  them  are,  and  refted  the  feventh  day,  and,  where- 
fore, Jehovah  bleffed  the  feventh  day  and  fan&ified  it." 

In  the  5th  of  Deuteronomy  he  afiigns  an  additional 
reafon  why  he  enjoins  fo  Uriel:  an  obfervance  of  the  Sab- 
bath in  the  Jews,  "  that  thy  man  fervant,  and  thy  maid- 
fervant  may  reft  as  well  as  thou,  and  remember  that  thou, 
waft  a  fervant  in  the  Land  of  Egypt,  and  that  the  Lord 
thy  God  brougkt  thee  out  from  thence  with  a  ftrong 
hand." 

The  benefit  of  the  creation  was  common  to  all,  to  the 
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Gentiles,  as  to  the  Jews,  the  obligation  of  paying  du# 
homage  to  the  Creator  founded  on  the  benefit  of  the 
creation^  equally  common  ;  hence  this  poficive  precept 
univerfally  obliged,  from  the  time  of  the  creation;  the 
deliverance  from  the  Egyptian  bondage  was  an  additional 
favour  conferred  on  the  Jews,  which  did  not  diminifti 
the  benefit  conferred  on  all  mankind  by  the  Creation,nor 
the  obligation  of  acknowledging  it  by  the  faclification 
of  the  fabbath.  This  precept,  therefore,  did  not  com- 
mence with  the  ceremonial  law  of  the  Jews,  and  if  it 
terminated  with  it,  it  was  becaufe  the  fame  God  who  had 
ordered  the  fanclification  of  the  feventh  day,  in  come- 
moration  of  the  creation,  transferred  the  .  obligation  to 
the  firft  day  in  commemoration  of  a  yet  greater  benefit, 
that  is,  the  redemption;  and  this  we  know  not  from  the 
fcriptures,  but  from  tradition. 

With  refpect  to  the  inftuution  of  the  firft  day,  fays  the 
caftigator,  p,  261,  both  the  language  and  conduct  of  the 
apoftles  can  be  exhibited  to  its  being  appropriated  to  di- 
vine worfhip  ;  it  is  not,  therefore,  in  the  fcriptures  that 
he  finds  this  inftitution  :  he  deduces  it  from  the  language 
and  conduct  of  the  apoftles.  How  will  the  illiterate  pro- 
teftant.  not  gifted  with  the  caftigator's  Op,  nor  bleffed 
with  his  powers  of  divination,  deduce  from  the  language 
and  conduct  of  the  apoftles,  the  moral  obligation  of 
fandiifying  the  firft  day  of  the  week,  whilft  he  finds  the 
obligation  of  fan&ifying  the  feventh  day  exprefsly  ftated 
and  repeatedly  inculcated  in  the  fcriptures  ?  Is  he  not  told 
that  he  will  find  every  truth  of  faith,  and  every  moral  ob- 
ligation diftinctiy  taught  in  his  rule  offaith>  the  fcriptures^ 
After  all  this,  the  caftigator,  with  all  his  powers  of  divi- 
nation, cannot  deduce  this  truth  from  the  language  and 
conducf.  of  the  apoftles.  The  paflages  which  he  cites  do 
not  fupport  the  deduction  :  in  the  original  it  is  thus 
written  :  "  en  de  te  mia  ion fabbafon? '  that  is,  "  on  one  of 
the  fabbaths"  or  as  mia  does  not  correfpond  with  fabbaton* 
fuppofing  emera  under  ftood  u  on  one  day  of  the  fabbaths,9* 
which  very  naturally  fignifies  "  one  fabbath  day"  not 
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the  firft  day  of  the  week  ;  if  therefore  it  be  underftood 
of  the  firft  day  cf  the  week,  it  is  becaufe  tradition  has 
tranfmitted  to  us  the  fenfe  intended  by  St.  Paul.  Re- 
courfe  may  be  had  to  the  rhetorical  figure  Synecdoche 
and  to  Hebraifms,  in  which  the  cardinal  number  fup- 
plies  the  place  of  the  ordinal,  and  the  plural  is  taken  for 
the  lingular,  but  this  is  a  forced  coniirucTion,  and  not 
within  the  ? each  of  the  unlearned. 

Suppofing  it  as  certain  from  the  text,  independently 
on  the  fenfe  which  tradition  has  affixed  to  it,  as  it  is 
uncertain  that  mia  ton  J&bbaton  fignifies  the  firft  day 
of  the  week,  and  that  kfofai  arton*x which  in  plain 
EngHfti  fignifies  to  break  breads  implies  to  communicate  or 
make  the  communion,  from  what  principle;  does  he 
conclude  that  this  fiiltday  was  not  only  appropriated  to, 
divine  fervice,  but  alio  fubftituted  to  the  feventh  daya 
which  was  confecrated  to  divine  fervice  from  the  com- 
mencement of  time  ?  The  facred  penman  fays,  Acts 
ii,  46,  that  the  difcipies  affembled  daily,  kath  emeran7 
breaking  bread,  klontes-  arien**  was  every  day  in  the  week 
appropriated  to  divine  fervice  ?  He  finds  in  the  Reve- 
lation that  St.  John  calls  it  the  Lord's  Day,  44  kuriake 
wera,!X — Rev.  i,  10  ;  but  St.  John  does  not  fay  that 
this  day,  which  he  calls  the  Lord's  Day,  was  the  firft  cr 
the  laft  day  of  the  week,  or  of  the  month.  If  this  Edin- 
burgh caftigator  knows  it  to  be  the  firft  day  of  the 
week,  he  muft  know  it  by  infpiratton,  or  by  tradition,  or 
from  his  g5  j  there  is  no  other  pofljble  mean  of  knowing 
it. 

He  alfo  finds  in  the  fcriptures  the  doctrine  of  infant 
baptifm  ;  for  there  is  nothing  which  his  fpirit  of  divina- 
tion does  not  enable  him  to  find  in  the  fcriptures,  if  voir 
except  thefe  truths  of  faith,  which  are  not  to  be  recon- 
ciled with  the  opinions,  which  he  lends  his  difcipies  2, 
from  thefe  words  of  the  apoftk,  Col.  ii,  n-12,  "in 
whom  alfo  you  are  circumcifed  with  the  circumcifion 
made  without  hands  in  putting  off  the  body  of  the  fins 
of  the  fled  by  the  circumcifion  of  Chrift  buried  with 

him 


3** 

him  in  baptiftn,"*  he  deduces  the  doclrine  of  infant 
baptifm  :  "  it  is,"  fays  he,  p.  262,  "  a  conclufion  tolera- 
bly natural  that  all,  who  had  a  right  to  circumcifipn  un* 
4er  the  Old  Teftament,  poffefs  the  fame  claim  under  the. 
^ew      but  he  forgot  to  inform  his  readers  that  the 
apoftledid  not  write  to  children,  nor  fpeak;  of  childrea  , 
at  all  in  that  pallage,  and  this,  qaftigator's  conclufion  ex- 
eludes  one  half  of  the  human  fpeciesfrombaptifm  :  for  the 
female  fex  had  noclaim  to  circumcifion  under  the  oldlawo 
Why  not,  tell  his  difciples  :  we  have  fafluoned  the  fcrip- 
tures  for  your  ufe ;  and  in  our  deductions  and  annota- 
tions yos  ^ill  find  the  truths  of  faith  and  the  maxims, 
of  morally,  which  it  is  our  will  that,  you  fhould  be- 
lieve ?  Believe  then  that  we  are  your  lawful  pallors  syid, 
teachers,  in.  due  fucceffion  from  the  apoftles,  and  that- 
thefe  popiih  bifhops  have  intruded  themfelves  into  the 
sniniftry,  which  of  right  belonged  to  ui  :  would  this 
Edinburgh  caftigator  condefcend  to  inform  us  in  what 
book  of  the  fcriptures  thisjs  found  ?  Or  from  wnat  pa£ 
fege.  of  fcripture  it  is, deduced  ?    If  it  be  neither  found, 
in  the  fcriptures,  nor  deduced  from  them,  on  what  prin- 
ciple is  it  believed  by  his  difciples,  who  have  no  rule 
of  faith  but  the  fcriptures  ?  Thefe  are  embarraln\ng  ques- 
tions. 

Our  caftigator  has  given  fome  unequivocal  proofs  of 
experience  in  refitting  the  fcriptures,  and  making  de- 
ductions for  the  ufe  of  his  difciples  :  who  would  have 
thought,  if  his.  had  not  told  us,,  that  the  demons,  fo 
often  mentioned  in  the  gofpel  to  have  been  caft  out  by 
Chrift  and  his  apoftles,  were  not  unclean  fpirits  but 
deifptd  dead  men  to  whom  divine  honours  ought  to  be 
paid?  Gi  If,"  fays  the  cailigatorj p.  239,  "  he,  [this, 
writer J  be  at  all  acquainted  with  antiquity,  he  muft 
know,  that  demons  were  not  viewed  by  the  ancients  as  a 
din"  in&  ©wter  of  Beings  but  as  deified  dead  men,  to  whom 
divine  honours  ought  to  be  paid,"  fo  that  legion  of  de- 
mons, which  deftroyed  the  herd  of  fwine,  Luke  v.  were 
ieifisd  dead  nwipoi  unclean  fpirits,  though  St.  Luke,who 

knew 


3*3 


loiew  fomething  of  antiquity,  calls  them  demons,  verfe 
32,  p antes  Si  daimones,  all  the  demons,  and  in  the  enfuing 
verfe  he  calls  them  unclean  /pints,  pneumata  ta  akatharta> 
as  if  to  confound  the  unclean  fpirit  of  this  Edinburgh 
caftigator.  From  the  fcriptures  thus  refitted  he  deduces 
that  the  faints  and  martyrs  are  thefe  deified  dead  men, 
and  the  pope  neither  lefs  nor  more  than  the  antichrift 
foretold  by  the  apoftle,  thus  he  difcovers  in  the  gof- 
pei  what  efcaped  the  obfervation  of  the  evangelift,  and 
his  deduction  furpafies  the  difcovery.  Though  he  fees 
fo  diftinctly  in  the  fcriptures,  what  the  infpired  writers 
could  not  fee,  and  makes  deductions^  which  had  efcaped 
the  notice  of  the  world  for  ages,  he  cannot  fee  what 
common  fenfe,  free  from  illufion,  muft  fee,  and  what 
the  mod  intelligent  writers  have  feen,  that  many  books 
of  the  fcriptures  are  loft  without  redemption.  The 
books  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  of  Samuel  the  feer,  of  Gad 
the  feer,  he  denies  to  have  been  divinely  infpired,  becaufe 
it  is  not  faid  they  were  ;  and  his  prefumption  is  fuch  as 
to  deny  that,  what  is  exprefsly  called  the  prophecy  of  Ahi- 
jab,zndl  the  vi/ion  of  Addo,  were  divinely  infpired,  as  if  the 
facred  penman  would  call  any  writing  not  divinely  infpired 
a  prophecy  or  a  vijton.  St.  Auftin's  words  on  this  fubject 
arc  remarkable  :  they  give  a  correct  idea  of  the  canonical 
authority  q{  the  fcriptures,  and  clearly  demonftrate  on 
what  principle  the  fcriptures  are  known  to  be  canonical  j 
*c  i.et  us,"  fays  he,  "  omit  the  fables  of  thefe  fcriptures, 
which  are  called  apocryph&l,  becaufe  their  occult  origin 
was  not  clearly  known  to  the  fathers,  from  whom  the 
authority  of  the  true  fcriptures  has  defcended  to  us  by  1 
the  mod  certain  and  moll  undoubted  fucceflion, " cerl  'ijjima 
€t  notijftma  fuccejfione in  thefe  apocryphal  writings, 
though  fome  truth  be  found,  yet  there  is  no  canonical 
authority  on  account  of  many  falfehoods.  We  cannot 
deny  that  Enoch,  feventh  from  Adam,  has  written  fome 
divine  things,  fince  Jude,  in  his  canonical  epiftle,  lays  it  \ 
but  yet  they  are  juftly  excluded  from  the  canon  of  the 
fcriptures,  which  was  preferved  in  the  temple  of  the  He- 
brew 
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brew  people,  by  the  diligence  of  the  priefts  in  fucceffiorJ; 
From  their  antiquity  they  were  judged  to  be  of  fuf- 
peeled  fidelity  becaufe  they  were  not  produced  by  fuch, 
as  were  known  by  uninterrupted  fucceflion,  to  have  le- 
gally preferved  them,  and  it  could  not  be  found  that 
he  had  written  them  ....  Many  things,  under  the  name 
of  other  prophets,  and  more  recent  things,  under  the 
name  of  apoftles,  are  produced  by  feclaries,  all  which, 
under  the  name  of  apocryphal  writings,  are  by  diligent 
examination  removed  from  canonical  authority.  Aus. 
de  Doc.  ep.  lib.  15.  cap.  23,  n.  4.  Auftin  was  well  afiur- 
ed  that  Enoch  wrote,  but  he  would  not  acknowledge  a 
writing  then  under  his  name,  becaufe,  it  was  not  attefted 
genuine  by  the  paftorsof  the  church  in  due  fucceflion.  — 
This  is  the  true  principle  on  which  the  fcriptures  are  be* 
lieved  to  be  divinely  infpired. 

As  the  writings  of  the  Fathers  had  been  fafliioned  by 
Illyricus,  in  his  Catalogue  of  Witneffes,  our  caftigator 
confines  himfelf  to  tranferibe.  He  admits  that  "  the 
primitive  Fathers  ufed  the  univerfal  eon  fen  t  of  church- 
es as  an  evidence  againft  innovations/'  p.  264,  he  at  the 
fame  time  intimates  that  we  make  it  the  ground  of  our 
belief.  His  ob  deceives  him,  and  he  either  ignorantly 
or  intentionally  deceives  his  readers  :  our  faith  is  ground- 
ed on  revelation,  and  we  ufe  as  evidence  againft  inno- 
vations,  the  univerfal  confent  of  churches,  by  it  we  mew 
that  the  do6trines  which  we  believe  are  revealed  as  our 
anceftors  did.  Almoft  in  the  fame  breath  he  fays  :  "  St, 
Cyprian  will  mew  how  the  primitive  Chriftians  treated 
oral  tradition."  "  Whence  comes  this  tradition  i'f  fays 
Cyprian,  "  does  it  defcend  from  the  Lord's  authority,or 
from  the  commands  and  epiftles  of  the  apoftles,  for  thefe 
things  are  to  be  done  which  are  there  written  and 
hkewife,  "  if  it  be  commanded  in  the  Gofpel,  or  in  the 
Epiftles,  or  Acls  of  the  Apoftles,  then  let  this  holy  tra- 
dition i  be  preferved."  He  has  not  told  us  of  what  tra- 
dition Cyprian  fpoke,  what  Cyprian  faid  of  one  tradition, 
which  he  did  not  believe  to  be  apoftolical,  our  caftigator, 
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or  i  11  repertory,  fitting  it  for  the  ufe  of  his  difciples,  ap» 
plies  to  oral  tradition  in  general.    Cyprian*  whole  great 
averfion  to  herefy  engaged  himfeif  in  error,  thought  that 
he  had  manifeftlv  deduced  from  the  fcriptures  that  the 
baptifm  of  Sectaries  is  invalid  ;  and  as  truth  is  not  op- 
pofite  to  truth,  he  concluded  that  the  tradition  oppofed 
to  his  erroneous  opinion  was  not  apoftolical  ;  though  he 
refufed  to  acknowledge  this  tradition,  which  condemned 
his  innovation,  he  did  not  pretend  that  there  were  not 
many  traditions  truly  apoftolical.    On  tradition  he  of- 
fered the  facrifice  of  the  altar  for  the  repofe  of  departed 
foUls — fee  review,  p.  214.    On  tradition  he  mixed  water 
with  wine  in  the  Lord's  Cup.  ibid.  p.  203.  St.  Auftin, 
reafoning  agjinft  the  donatifts,  fays :  "  what  Cyprian 
admonifhes  that  we  recur  to  the  fountain,  that  is,  to  a- 
poftolhal  tradition,  and  thence  direct  the  canal  to  our  own 
times  is  beft  and  undoubtedly   to  be  done,"  Cen-  Don. 
Lib.  5.  Cap.  26.  p.  37.    This  venerable  a&d  accurate 
writer  demonftrates,  that  the  tradition    oppofed  to 
Cyprian's  opinion  was  apoftolical,  becaufe  it  was  univer- 
fally  obferved,  and  not  inftituted  by  any  general  council, 
and  then,  from  the  principle,  on  which  Cyprian  thought 
the  tradition  not  apoftolical,  that  is,  becaufe  truth  is  not 
oppofite  to  truth*  he  concludes  that  Cyprian's  opinion 
was  erroneous.    On  this  tradition,   the  irreconcileable 
enemy  of  innovation,  the  terror  of  reformifts,  an  error 
founded  on  reafons  ftrong  in  appearance,  and  exposed 
in  all  their  force,  by  the  eloque?ice  of  a  Cyprian,  war; 
condemned,  and  Jerom,  who  is  cued  by  this  Edin- 
bunrgh  caftigator  in  the  fame  page,  to  mew,  as  he 
pretends,  what  the  primitive  chriftians  thought  of  oral 
tradition,  in  his  dialogue  againft  the  Luciferians,  after 
(hewing  that  Cyprian's  error  had  been  condemned  on 
tradition,  refutes  their  error  on  the  fame  principle.  This 
extreme  averfion  to  herefy,  which  had  engaged  Cyprian 
in  error,  was  the  fource  of  Lucifer's  lchifrn,  alfo  :  be 
thought  the  church  deEled  by  communicating  with  the 
prelates  who  had  been  deceived  at  Rimini,   and  with- 
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drew  himfelf  from  the  communion  of  the  catholic  world. 
"  The  bieffed  Cyprian,"  fays  Jerom,  "endeavoured 
to  avoid  bioken  citferns,  not  to  drink  of  ftrange  water* 
for  that  end  he  fent  an  African  Synod,  on  the  fubject  to 
Stephen,  bifhop  of  the  Roman  city,who  was  the  twenty- 
fix*  h  from  Peter  ;  but  the  eff  rt  wa&vain  :  in  the  end, 
the  very  bifhops,  who  decreed  with  him  that  heretics 
fhould  be  re-baptifed,  returned  to  the  oldcuftom  and  form- 
ed a  new  decree.  What  are  we  doing  ?  This  is  the  tra- 
dition of  our  anceftors  to  us,  and  this  the  tradition  of 
of  their  anceitors  to  them  ;"  againft  this  tradition  Jerom 
fays,  f*  that  all  Cyprian's  efforts  were  vain  j  the  very 
bifhops  who  had  adopted  his  opinion  in  Africa,  re- 
nounced it*"  he  then  {hews,  in  oppefition  to  Lucifer's 
new  pinion,  that  Sectaries  had  been  at  all  times  admitted 
on  their  repentance.  44  If"  fays  he,  "  any  man  thinks 
it  can  be  denied  that  heretics  have  been  thus  admitted 
by  our  anceflors.  let  him  read  Cyprian's  epiftles,  and  his 
^riclurc*  on  Stephen,  bifnop  of  the  Roman  city  and 
the  error  of  that  inveterate  cultom  ;  or  let  him  read  the 
books  on  rebaptifation,  which  Hilarius  has  published 
agaiaft  us,  and  he  will  find  Hilirfug.  himfelf  to  acknow- 
ledge  that  all  fe&aries  have  been  jji  ^rlike  manner  re- 
ceived ttv  repentance  by  Julias  IVLdoL- s,  Syivefler  (R.  P.) 
and  ali  other  the  ancient  bifhops." 

To  this  p-uT:ge  from  Cyprian,  our  caftigator  fubjoins 
a  paifage  taken  from  St.  Jerom's  book  agamit.  H-eivi  lius^ 
—has  he  feen  that  work?— What  infatuation  t- — to  eke  a 
k  exprefsly  written  againft  the  doc"trine3  which  he 
i  :i  If  teaches!  Heividlus,  an  ignorant  and  fanatical 
Arian  in  jerom's  tin  e,  publifhed  a  work  in  which  he 
pretended  to  prove  that  the  Virgin  Mary  did  not  con- 
unue  a  virgin  after  the  birth  of  Chrill,  but  that  (he  had 
other  children  by  J  feph,  this  error  adopted  by  modern 
reforpiifts  in  oppofuion  to  the  fettled  doctrine  of  the  Ca- 
tholic wo- 'id,  jerom  refutes  in  the  very  work  from  which 
our  cafo gator  gives  an  extract  - for  the  condemnation  of 
popery.  Jerom  replies  to  the  pailages  of  icripture  in  which 
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Mary  is  called  Jofeph's  wife,  and  his  brothers  and  Afters 
are  mentioned,  and  explains  them  in  the  intended  SenSci 
(thefenSein  which  they  were  always  underfti  od  before 
that  impious  fanatic  had  fafhioned  them  to  his  impiety,) 
on  the  authority  of  tradition.  Jerom  demonftrates  that 
the  mother  of  the  Redeemer  continued  a  virgin  to  her 
death  though  it  be  not  expreSsly  written.  In  the  fame 
work  he  jhews,  from  St.  Paul  the  Superior  excellence  of 
perpetual  chaltity  which  the  unclean  fpirit  of  this  mo- 
dern Helvidius  detefts.  From  this  work,  profeffedly 
written  in  fupport  of  an  article  of  doctrine  founded  on 
apoftolical  tradition*  that  is,  the  perpetual  virginity  of 
Mary,  the  Author  of  our  Caftigator'g  repertory  garbles 
an  extract  to  induce  a  belief  that  Jerom  disregarded  tra- 
dition. This  is  the  greater!:  ftretch  of  impofture,  rhc 
moil  barefaced  and  impudent  impoftuic  that  the  writer 
remembers  to  have  feen.  Jerom  thought  it  a  monftrous 
impiety  to  fuppofe  that  the  womb  of  the  virgin,  the 
chofen  temple  of  God,  confecrated  to  the  inconceivable 
myftery  or  the  incarnation  of  his  only  begotten  Son, 
fanctified  by  the  refidence  of  Jefus  Chrift  for  nine  long 
months,  mould  be  prophaned  ;  in  truth  the  indecency  of 
the  fuppofuion  has  foinething  horrible  in  it,  and  mani- 
feftly  indicates  the  enmity  of  the  unclean  fpirit.  Hel- 
vidius had  Said  that  there  was  not  more  impropriety  or 
indecency  in  fuppofing  that  the  virgin  had  other  chil- 
dren befides  Jefus  Chriil,  than  in  faying  that  God  was 
born  of  a  woman.  This  lenriment  he  exprefied  in 
coarfe  language,  part  of  which  Jerom  reluctantly  recites 
and  in  chafte  language  Subjoins  other  humiliations  to 
which  the  Saviour  Submitted,  adding,  '«  the  more  hu- 
miliating thefe  things,  which  he  has  Suffered  for  me,  the 
more  I  owe  him  and  when,  Says  he,  to  Helvidius,  you 
have  recapitulated  all  thefe,  you  will  produce  nothing 
more  ignominious  than  the  crofs,  which  we  believe,  and 
profels,  and  in  which  we  overcome  our  enemies  ;  but  as 
we  do  not  deny  thefe  (the  humiliations  of  Chrift)  which 
are  written,  So  we  reject  thefe  (the  humiliations  of  Mary) 
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which  are  not  written.  We  believe  that  Gt)d  was  term 
of  a  virgin,  becaufe  we  read  it,  but  we  do  not  believe 
Mary  to  have  married  after  her  child-birth,  becaufe  we 
do  not  read  it.  .  -  .  .  you  fay  that  Mary  did  not  continue 
a  virgin.  I  vindicate  f omerhing  more,  that  Jofeph  him- 
lelf,  by  Mary,  was  a  virgin,  that  of  this  virginal  marriage, 
a  virginal  §on  plight  be  born. 

Artfully  concealn  g  the  fubjecl  of  Jeromes  work,  in  the 
face  of  n  uth  this  paflkga  is  cited,  which  the  wr  iter  gives 
in  t lie  original  language  now  before  him  **  Sed  lit  hoc^ 
qi>cs  •crrpta  funt  non  rugamus,  it  a  ea  quce  non  funt  Jcripta  re* 
but  as  we  do  not  deny  thcj'e  things,  which  are  writ- 
ten, fo  we  rejsEt  ihjfe  things,  which  are  not  written."  The 
paljage  is  fitted  for  the  intended  delufion  by  tranfiating 
the  pronotjn  hzc,  thefe  things :  tlius  the  things  fubitkuting 
the  EngliOi  artjcfe  the  to  the  Latin  pronoun  h&c.  "  As 
we  deny  not  the  things,  which  are  written,  fo  we  reject 
thofe  which  are  not  written."  Thus  impofinga  flagrant 
falfthood  on  the  fimpiicity  cf  his  readers,  that  Jerom  be- 
lieved nothing  but  what  was  written  in  the  fcritures. 
What !  Did  he  not  believe  the  perpetual  virginity  of 
Mary,  in  defence  of  which  he  wrote  that  celebrated 
work  ?  It  is  not  exprefsly  written.  Did  he  not  believe 
the  perpetual  chaftity  of  Jofeph  ?  It  is  not  written.  It 
is  extremely  irkiome,  however 'necefiary,  to  be  obliged 
to  detect  fuch  grofs  impofture. 

To  this  artfu.l  iilufion,  manifeft'y  intended  by  the  au- 
thor of  the  cau'ga'oy's  repertony,  not  by  himfeif,  (for  the 
writer  is  per  lb  ad ed  that  he  never  faw  the  work  which  he 
ekes)- fucceed  (bine  pasres,  replete  with  malignant  invec- 
tives again il  the  Catholic  clergy,  and  calumnious  mifre- 
prefemations,  both  of  their  views  and  doctrines; — their 
■  k  ws,  he  knows  from  his  familiar  fpirit, — their  doctrines 
o     <  -utes  Uy  bold  .fcffcrtion  ;  they  are  all  contrary  to 
:'ip  o  e,  U  \\\.  believe  him.    As  uflertion  without  proof 
'  t>.  c  nonopt.  (he  writer  paffes  them  unnoticed  ; 
titmi  docini 'OS .will  be  difcufled  in  due  time,  if  health  per- 
•  ,;oo;  m6  ihev4xperfec1]y  confident  with  tfce  fcriptures ; 
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not  perhaps  with  that  fenfe  which  the  unclean  fpirit  of 
of  this  Edinburgh  cailigator  pretends'  to  affix  to  the 
fcriptures.  The  words  of  the  Lord  are  cbafte,  Ps.  xii.  7. 
tehesoth) purified ;  the  unclean  fpirit  cannot  conceive  them. 
There  are  fame  extracts  from  Ireneus,  Auftin,  and  Jerom, 
faihioned  as  ufual,  to  deceive  the  flmple  and  uninformed; 
but  as  the  fentiments  of  thefe  fathers  have  been  explain- 
ed more  than  once  already  in  the  courfe  of  this  work^ 
the  writer  will  not  confume  time  and  paper  in  an  ufelefs. 
repetition.  A  man  is  furprifed  to  find  an  extract,  from, 
the  canon  law  in  fupport  of  new  modelled  doctrine,  and 
yet  more  furprifed,  if  pofllble,  to  fee  with  what  artifice  it 
is  fafhioned  to  the  purpofe  ;  "  If,"  fays  the  caftigator,  p. 
274,  "  the  R.  (this  writer)  turn,  his  attention,  to  the 
canon  law,  he  will  find  it  a  ftrenuous  fupporter  of  Pro-, 
teftantprinciples  ;'Wfo  ilrenuous  a  fupporter  of  Proteftant 
principles,  that  Luther,  in  one  of  his  pious  fits,  burned  the 
Decretals  in  Wirtemberg,  Y.  ii.  f.  123.  He  then  tranfcribes 
from  his  repertory  a  citation  from  the  eleventh  caufe,  qu» 
3.  C.  to  1,  u  If  any  one  command  what  God  hath  for- 
bidden, or  forbid  what  God  has  commanded,  he  is  to  be 
accurfed  of  all  that  love  God  ;  and  if  any  require  any 
thing  befide  the  will  of  God,  or  what  God  has  evidently 
required  in  fcripture,  he  is  to  be  confidered  as  a  falfe  wit. 
nefs  of  God,  and  a  facrilegious  perfon.  Jn  Gratien's 
Work  the  chapter  is  thus  expreffed  ;  non  eft  obediendum 
quod  contra  Deum  precipitur. 

Si  is  quipr(ze/2>fecerit,  aut  cuiquam,  quod  a  dcmi.no  prohibitum 
eft,facere  jujferit ;  vel quod  preeeepitum  eft  prate  rkrii  aut  pra- 
terire  mandavsrit,  fancli  Pauli  ApofloU  Jenteniia  ei  wgerenda 
eft:  "  etiamfi  noy  aut  Angelus  de  Calo  evangelizaverit  vobis 
prater  auam  quod  vobis  evavgelizavimus  Anathema  fit.  Siquis 
prohibet  vobis  quod  a  domino  pracepium  eft  vel  rurfus  imperat 
fieri  quod  dommus  prohibet  cxecrabilis  fit  .  omnibus,  qui  diligent 
Deum,  Is  qui  prat fi ft '  prater  quod  in  fanBis  jcripturis  evi- 
denter  praapiiur  dicit  a  liquid  vel  imperat  tanquam  falfus  f  eft  is 
Dei  aut  Jacrilcgus  habeatur,  "  If  he,  ivhc  pr (fides,  jhall  do, 
or  Jhall  command  any  perjon  io  do,  what  is  prohibited  by  the 
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Lord  ;  or  fhal'pafs  by*  or  Jhall  command  to  pafs  by.  what  h 
eammanded ;  the  fentence  of  the  apoflle  Paul  is  to  be  oppofed 
to  him  :  '*  though  we,  or  an  angel  from  heaven,  fhould  preach 
to  you  bejtde  that  which  we  have  preached  to  you,  let  him  be 
an  A  net  heme.  If  any  one  forbids  you  what  is  commanded  by 
the  Lord.or  again  commands  to  be  done  what  the  Lord  forbids, 
let  him  be  execrable  to  alt,  who  love  God.  If  he,  who  pnjides, 
Jays  or  commands  any  thing  btfide  ( contrary)  to  the  ivill  of 
God>  or  befide  ( contrary )  to  what  is  evidently  commanded 
in  the  holy  Jcriptutes,  let  him  be  conftdered  as  ajalfewiU 
ncfs  of  God,  or  as  sacrilegious.  This  is  an  extract 
uhich  Gi  alien  makes  from  Bdiil  the  Great's  monaftic 
inilitutions,  to  mew  that  the  precept  of  any  fuperior, 
it  maniteiily  againft  the  law  of  God>  does  not  oblige  the 
fubject  j  hence  he  gives  it  the  title—- mon  eji  abedundum 
gwd  contra  dtum pracipitur  ;  that  is  not  to  be  obeytd  which' 
is  commanded  againft  God.  Who  would  imagine  that 
BauYs  infractions to  his  monks  on  the  nature  of  the 
pbedience,  which  they  promife  their  iuperiors,  would 
be  wreifed,  by  impotture,  in  fapport  of  an  error  fo 
piprdaly  condemned  by  that  prelate,  as  we  have  already 
feen9  that  is,  that  tnere  are  no  truths  of  religion  believed, 
no  rues  or  ceremonies  inftituted,  but  what  are  evidently 
taught  in  the  fcriptures  ? 

Note  :  The  Greel^  prepoimon  para  fignifies  indiffer- 
ently prater,  contra,  &c.  in  Engiifh  befidey  againjl,  &c\ 
the  lubject  matter  determines  the  fenfe. 

After  this  quotation  from  the  canon  law  our  caftigat-c? 
fays,  were  it  requifke,  a  multitude  of  quotations  to 
the  fame  purpofe  might  alfo  be  produced  from  the  mod 
celebrated  divines  ot  the  Romifh  church,'*  true  in  the 
third  queiiion  of  the  eleventh  caufe,  from  which  he  has 
cited  the  ioift  chapter,  there  are  many  extracts  from 
the  moil  celebrated  writers  of  antiquity,  which  impofture 
might  have  fitted  to  its  purpofe  with  equal  eafe,  and 
i hey  would  have  made  the  fame  impreffions  on  the  un- 
informed mind.  There  is  however  a  difagree?bie  con- 
fequence,  the  confiifion  which  refults  from  the  detection 
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of  the  fraud.  This  chapter  is  clofed  as  ufual  with  fome 
virulent  invectives  againft  catholics  in  general,  and  this 
Writer  in  particular,  who  is,  with  new  modelled  polite- 
iiefs,  compared  to  Judas,  and  charitably  configned  to 
perdition.  His  feventh  chapter  opens  with  an  unmean- 
ing preamble,  about  the  inftuution  of  the  facrament  of 
the  Eucharift,  or,  as  he  calls  it,  the  Lord's  fupper,  as  it  is 
intended  to  difcufs  this  article  with  that  accuracy  which 
the  great  importance  of  the  fubject  exa&s  ;  and  to  that 
extent,  which  its  magnitude  requires,  the  writer  will  for 
prefent  confine  himfelf  to  a  few  curfory  remarks  on  this 
Edinburgh  caftigator's  compilation:  p»  278,  he  fays* 
"  the  Lord's  fupper  is  difpenfed  to  the  church  in  the 
form  of  a  common  repaft,  which  according  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  God,  and  the  practice  of  good  men,  is  fet  apart 
for  the  fupport  of  the  body,  by  an  addrefs  to  the  father  of 
-mercies  #  in  this  view  of  the  facrament  the  moft  confirm* 
mate  ignorance  is  blended  with  the  moft  facrilegious  im- 
piety :  he  gives  for  apoftolical  doctrine  the"  abufs  againfc 
which  the  apottle  denounced  the  moft  dreadful  judg- 
ment. u  He,  fays  the  apoftle,  who  eateth  and  drinketh 
unworthily,  eateth  and  drinketh  damnation  to  himjelf  net 
difcerningthe  Lord's  body  " — Cor.  xi>  29.  From  what 
could  the  body  of  the  Lord  be  difcerned  or  diftinguimed 
if  not  from  the  common  food,  which  fupports  the  body  ? 
Not  to  diftinguifh  the  body  of  the  Lord  from  common 
food,  is  what  conftitutes  the  crime  of  the  unworthy 
communicant,  againft  whom  the  apoftle  denounces 
judgment  ;  this  caftigator  blafphe'moufly  calls  it  a 
ammon  repaft  for  the  fupport  of  the  body  !  there  is  fomething 
horrible  in  the  blafphemy.  Does  he  imagine  that  the 
Saviour  and  his  ciifciples  made  two  fuppers,  one  imme- 
diately after  the  other,  for  the  iupportof  the  body  ?  If 
not,  the  eucharift  was  not  intended  for  the  fupport  of  the 
body.  It  was  inftituted  after  fupper,  me;a  to  depinsjal^ 
Luke  x  x, 20. 

As  this  true  difciple  of  Epicurus  has  new  modelled 
even  the  Eucharift,  and  fitted  it  for  the  fupport  of  the 
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body,  fo  he  has  new  modelled  an  effential  rite,  the  form 
X)f  confecration.  Papift's,  as  he  truly  fays,  think  it  a  drifts 
in  the  word's  of  Chrift,  u  ibis  &  my  h0dy,  this  is  my  bfosd" 
n  This,  their  opinion,"  he  fays,  "  is  repugnant  to  fcrip- 
ture  and  antiquity/'  To  this  form,  by  his  Own  apof- 
tolical  authority,  he  fubftirutes  a  prayer  and  thankfgiv- 
ing,  which  not  being  found  in  fcripture  every  enthufiaft 
may  invent  or  model  to  his  own  fancy.  Ic  is  true  he 
'cites  from  St.  Paul,  what  he  ignorantly  calls  an  addrefs 
to  the  father  of  mercies.  66  Every  creature  of  God  is 
good,  and  nothing  to  be  refufed  if  it  be  received  with 
thankfgiving,  for  it  is  fanefcified  by  the  word  of  God  and 
prayer"— i ft  Tim.  iv,  4.  This,  however,  is  not  the 
prayer  by  which  the  elements  are  confecrated  :  for  the 
eucharift  was  inftituted,  and  in  Conftant  ufe,  many 
years  before  St.  Paul  wrote  his  epiftle  to  Timothy, 
fame  years  before  St.  Paul  was  himfelf  a  chriftians 
and  what  (hews  the  ignorance  of  this  Edinburgh  afs, 
in  the  moft  contemptible  point  of  view,  thefe  words 
of  the  apoftle  contain  neither  an  addrefs  to  the  fa- 
ther of  mercies,  nor  a  thankfgiving.  St.  Paul  inftrucb 
the  faithful,  and  warns  them  agamli  the  artifices  and  er- 
rors of  falfe  teachers  ■:  "  the  apollle,"  fays  Jerom,  "  wri- 
ting againfl  that  Epicurean  reformifl;  apofcate  Monk  Jovi- 
nian,  defignates  Tatian  Marcion  and  other  heretics,  who 
proclaim  perpetual  abftinence,  to  deftroy  and  contemn 
the  works  of  the  Creator,  which  are  to  them  abomina- 
ble ;  but  we  praife  every  Creature-  of  God,  and  yet  We 
prefer  leanneis  to  fatnefs,  abftinence  to  luxury,  and  fail- 
ing to  fulnefs."  How  unlike  our  caftigatdr!  who,  adding 
folly  to  ignorances  cites,  in  mpport  of  his  epicurean  im- 
piety, a  pafTage  from  Jerom's  letter  to  Evagrius,  which 
the  author  of  his  repertory  has  artfully  iafhioned  to 
the  purpofe  :  "  upon  the  prayer  of  the  prefbyters  the 
body  and  blood  of  Chrift  is  made."  In  that  letter, 
which  this  caftigator  "cites  from  his  repeitory,  Jerom 
profefledly  demonftrates  that  the  pried  is  fuperior  to 
the  deacon.    The  firit  argument  which  he  offers  in  fup- 
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'port  of  his  doclrine  is  the  power  of  confecrating  the  ele- 
ments of  the  eucharift,  vefted  in  the  prieft  from  which  t  he 
deacon  is  excluded.— Ci  What  is  it,"  fays  he,  "  that  the 
minifter  of  tables  and  widows  (the  deacon)  fwelled  with 
pride,  fhould  exalt  himfelf  above  thofe  (the  Priefts)  at 
whofe  prayers  the  body  and  blood  of  Chrift;  are  made 
prefer)  t  ?"  ad  quorum  -preecs  Chrlfti  corpus  etfanguis  ronficitur  ? 
V  Conficitur"  is  an  expreflion  in  perpetual  ufe  with  Latiri 
writers,  to  fignify  that,  by  the  words  of  confecration,  the 
elements  of  bread  and  wine  are  changed  into  the  body 
and  blood  of  Jefus  Chrift.    By  concealing  the  fubject  o£ 
the  letter,  ana  changing  a  few  words,  an  extracT:,  in  which 
the  catholic  doctrine  cf  the  converfion  of  the  fubftance 
of    the    bread  and  wine  into  the    fubftance  of  the 
body  and  blood  of  Jefus  Chrift  is  exprefTed  with  the 
utmoft  precifion,  is  wrefted  in  fupport  of  the  oppo- 
fite  error.    This  pafiage,  in  its  obvious  fenfe,  is  deftrucl- 
ive  of  the  whole  plan  of  Calvin's  pretended  reformati- 
on :  for  if  the  principle  of  proof,  aifumed   by  Jerom, 
be  founded  in  truth,  that  is,  that  the  power  of  confe- 
crating the  elements  of  bread  and  wine  for  the  eucharift^ 
be  exclufively  vefted  in  the  prieft,  not  in  the  deacon, 
much  lefs  in  the  meer  laymen,  where  there  is.  no  prieft: 
of  primitive  inftitution,  there  is  no  confecration  of 
elements,  no  eucharift,  no  church  of  Chrift  :  for  by 
the  ufe  of  this  adorable  myftery,  the  death  of  the  Lord 
is  announced  until  he  comes — ift  Cor.  xi,  26. 

Jerom  does  not  found  his  argument  on  the  form  of 
prayer  ufed  by  the  prieft  in  the  confecration  of  the  ele- 
ments, nor  does  he  fay  in  what  the  form  coniifts  :  the 
argument  would  have  been  null  :  for  the  fame  form 
might  have  been  ufed  by  the  deacon,  or  by  any  old 
woman,  he  founds  his  argument  On  the  power  of  con- 
fecrating the  elements  vefted  in  the  prieft-  by  his  ordina- 
tion, not  in  the  deacon,  and  thus  at  once  excludes  from 
the  miniftry  all  felf-conftitu  ted  teachers  and  paftors,  re- 
ducing to  the  common  level  themfelves  and  their  con- 
venticles.   "  Where  there  is  no  prieft,"  faid  he,  in  hi*, 
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dialogue  againft  the  Luciferians,  "  there  is  no  church  ;w 
and,  in  this  letter  to  Evagrius,  he  confines  ordination 
to  the  bifhop  ;  "  The  deacon  Hilarius,"  faid  he  in  rhe 
dialogue-,  "  having  neither  biftiops  nor  priefts,  cannot 
snake  the  eucharift.    "  Eucharift  iam  conficere  non  potejt" 

He  muft  have  learned  from  his  ob,  that  to  think  the 
elements  are  confecrated  by  Chrift's  words,  "  this  is  my 
body  "  is  repugnant  to  fcripture  and  antiquity.  Does 
he  believe  that  Chrift  himfelf  did  confecrate  the  ele- 
ments ?  We  do  not  find  in  the  fcriptures  any  other 
form  "of  confecration  :  thefe  words  :  66  take  and  eat  " 
were  addreffed  to  the  apoilles,  not  ufed  to  confecrate 
the  elemenrs  5  and  thefe  alfo  :  Ai  do  this  in  renumbrance 
of  me"  did  not  confecrate  the  elements  y  but  they  con- 
fecrated the  apoftles  priefts,  and  vefted' in  them  a  power 
of  doing  what  Chrift  had  done,  that  is,  of  confecraring 
the  elements  in  the  fame  manner,  and  confequentiy  by 
the  fame  words  by  which  the  Saviour  himfelf  did  con- 
fecrate, and  in  this  fenfe  all  antiquity  underftood  them  : 
Tertullian,  in  his  book  againft  Marcien,  lays  :  that  Chrift 
made  the  bread  his  body,  Jaywg  r  "  this  is  my  body" — fee 
Review,  p.  207. 

C)  prian^in  his  fermon  on  the  Lord's  fupper,  fays,  that 
"  (  hrift  coi;fecrated  the  elements  by  thele  words,  this 
is  my  body,  this  h  my  blood,  and  that  his  mininfters  confe- 
crate them  by  the  fame  words  :  "  this,  faid  be,  (Jcfus 
Chrift )  is  my  body"  they,  (the  apoftles)  eat  and  drank 
of  the  fame  food  according  to  the  vifible  form  ;  but  be- 
fore thefe  words,  that  common  food  was  only  ufeful  to 
nourifh  the  body,  and  adminittered  a  fupport  to  corporal 
life  ;  however  fmce  the  time  that  it  was  faid  by  the  Lord  : 
do  this  in  remembrance  of  me  :  this  is  my  flejh,  this  is  mjr 
blood,  as  often  as  it  is  done  with  thefe  words  and  with 
this  faith,  that  fubftantial  bread  and  cup,  confecrated 
by  a  folemn  benediction,  contributes  to  the  life  and  fal- 
vation  of  the  whole  man,  being  at  the  fame  time  a  reme- 
dy and  a  facrifice  ( holocauftum }  to  heal  infirmities  and 
purge  iniquities." 
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Thefe  are  of  the  moft  ancient  Latin  writers  whofe 
works  have  efcaped  the  deftrudtive  hand  of  time.  On 
this  fubject  there  is  a  perfect  coincidence  of  the  anci- 
ents, Greeks  and  Latins  :  Gregory  of  NyfTa,  brother  to 
Bafil  the  Great,  in  his  catechetical  oration,  ch.  37,  fays: 
&  it  tnuft  be  considered  how  it  can  be  that  one  boiy, 
which  is  always  diftributed  to  fo  many  thoufands  of  the 
faithful  in  the  whole  world,  is  entire,  in  each  feparately, 
and  remains  entire  in  itfcJf."  To  this,  the  greater! 
diiiiculry  which  is,  or  can  be,  propofed,  againit  the 
corporal  prefence.  of  Jefus  Chrift  in  the  eucharift,  this 
ancient,  venerable  and  learned  prelate  replies  :  "  the 
body  of  Chrift  by  the  inhabitation  of  the  word  of  God* 
(the  fecond  perfon  of  the  Trinity)  has  been  tranimitted 
into  the  divine  dignity.  Juftly,  therefore,  I  now  believe 
the  bread  fancrafied  by  the  word  of  God,  to  be  trans- 
mitted into  the  body  of  the  word  (Jefus  Chritl)  for  this 
bread,  as.  the  apoftle  fays,  is  fanctified  by  the  word  of 
G  d  and  prayer,  not  that  through  the  medium  of  food, 
*•  medianto  cibo"  it  becomes  the  body  of  the  word  ( Chrift) 
but  that  itis  immediately  tranimitted  into  the  body  of  the 
word  (Chrift)as  it  is  was  faid  by  the  word :  this  is  my  body" 

I  uiebius  of  Emiffa,  a  difciple  of  Eufebius  of  Csefarea, 
the  great  hiilonan,  in  his  fifth  fermon  on  the  Eafter, 
fays  :  "  the  invilible  pricft  changed  the  vifible  crea- 
tures C the  bread  and  wine)  into  the  iubftance  of  his  body 
and  blood  by  his  word,  his  fecret  power,  faying  :  take 
and  eat  :  this  is  my  body,  and  with  a  repeated  fan&ifica- 
tion,  take  and  eat  ;  this  is  my  blood"  It  is  thought  by 
fome  critics  that  the  homilies,  afcribed  to  Eufebius,  of 
Emiffa,  were  written  by  St.  Hilary,  of  Aries,  who 
flouriftud  in  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century.  This 
ppiniou,  if  true,  only  adds  weight  to  the  teftimony,  as 
Hilary,  though  not  fo  ancient  as  Eufebius,  fuxpaffed 
him  in  icience  and  fanclity.  Chryfoftom,  fuperior  to 
b  >th,  from  his  eloquence  called  the  Ghriftian  Plato,  in 
his  fecond  homdy  on  the  2d.  Tim.  demonftrat-es  that 
the  eucharift,  though  coniecrated  by  a  wicked  prieft,  is 
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jpot  lefc  holy  In  itfelf,  nor  lefs  fa  notifying  to  the  faithful 
who  receive  it  worthily,  than  if  it  had  been  confecra- 
ted  by  Peter  or  Chrift  himfelf.  "As,"  fays  he,  <c,  the 
words,  which  Chrift  fpoke,  are  the  fame,  which  the 
priefts  now  pronounce,  £o  the  oblation  is  the  fame  :  this, 
is  equally  true  of  baptifm.'* 

In  this  fecond  homily  to  the  people  of  Antioch  he  in- 
ftitutes  a  comparifon  between  Eli  is  and  Chrift  :  "  Ellas/ 
fays  he,  4<  left  his  fheep-fkio  (mantle)  to  his  difciple  ; 
the  Son  of  God  afcending  left  us  his  flefh,  but  Elias 
afcended  ftripped  of  his  mantle,  the  Son  of  God  left  us 
his  flefh  and  afcended  with  it.    Let  us  not  be  deprefted  in 
mind  nor  lament,  let  us  not  fear  the  difficulty  of  the 
times  :  for  what  will  he  refufe  to  do  for  our  falvation, 
who  did  not  refufe  to  (pill  his  blood  for  all,  and  again 
communicated  to  us  his  flefh  and  that  fame  blood  Is 
there  any  modern  pipift  who  fpeaks  of  the  corporal 
prefence  of  Chrifl  in  the  eucharift  in  terms  more  fimple  of 
more  clearly  expreftive  than  thefe  ancientwriters  ?  With- 
out fliadow  of  variation,  they  all  agree  that  the  Saviour 
confecrared  the  elements  by  thefe  words  :  this  my  body  ; 
this  is  my  bloody  and  that  he  continues  to  confecrate  them 
by  the  fame  words  pronounced  by  his  minifters  :  "  for 
it  is  not  man,  who  makes  the  things  propofed  from  i 
the  confecration  of  the  altar  the  body  and   blood  of 
Chrift,  but  he,  who  was  crucified  for  us,  the  Chrift  ; 
the  words  are  pronounced  by  the  prieft,  but  the  propofed 
things  are  confecrated  by  the  power  of  God  and  his 
grace  :  6  this,*  he  fays,    *  is  my  body*     By  this  word 
the  propofed  things  are  confecrated4.  . .  «  .  that  word 
was  faid,  indeed,  but  once,  but  yet  on  all  the  altars  of 
the  church  until  the  prefent  day,  and  even  until  the 
coming  of  Chrift,  it  gives  firmnefs  to  the  facrifice 
you  haften  to  the  holy  and  terrible  facrifice  ;  renew  the 
concealed  myfteries  of  the  oblation  ;  Chrift:  flain  is  pro- 
pofed." — Hsmilyon  the  treachery  of  Judas.    This  is  the 
language  of  thefe  celebrated  writers  of  antiquity,  whom 
the  world  revered,  and  continues  to  revere.'  His ob, 
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therefore,  has  mod  grofsly  deceived  the  caftigator,  when 
he  taught  him  to  believe  that  the  opinion  of  papifts  is 
repugnant  to  antiquity,  and,  deceived  by  ob,  this  caftiga- 
ting  pallor  moll  cruelly  deceives  his  difciples. 

Some  pages  are  filled  with  a  tirefome  repetition  of  the 
fame  difficulty  againft  the  corporal  prefence  of  Chrift  in 
the  eucharift,  which  the  difciples,  who  deferted  the 
Saviour,  ftated  againft  it  when  firft  propofed  to  their 
belief.  John  vi,  52,  how  can  this  man  give  us  his  fiejh  to 
eat  ?  They  did  not  believe  the  Saviour  omnipotent. 
Does  this  Edinburgh  caftigator  ?  The  writer  doubts  it : 
for  his  omnipotence  once  admitted,  all  thefe  difficulties? 
founded  on  pretended  contradictions  and  impoffibilities, 
yanifh :  it  is  admitted,  that  almighty  power  can  create 
a  body  in  any  given  place.  If  fo,  that  fame  power  can 
re-produce  that  fame  body  in  any  given  place  :  for  it  is 
not  more  difficult  to  re-produce  a  body,  already  exift- 
ing,  in  any  given  place,  than  it  is  to  gi  ve  that  fame  body: 
an  exigence  in  that  place  when  it  had  no  exiftence  at  all. 
To  compare  difficulties  the  latter  is  certainly  the  great- 
er :  for  our  imagination  may,  in  fome  manner,  reach 
the  former  ;  but  tfye  latter,  that  is,  to  give  an  exiftence 
to  a  body  which  does  not  exift  at  all,  is  beyondr  its  ut- 
moft  ftretch.  Thus  plain  reafoning  refutes  in  an  inftant 
all  thefe  pretended  impoffibilities  which  alarm  fimplicity : 
for  if  it  be  poffible,  as  it  manifeftly  is,  to  re-produce 
the  fame  body  exifting  in  any  place  in  any  other  given 
place,  all  thefe  pretended  impoffibilities,  propofed  by  im- 
poflure  or  ignorance,  difappear.  Our  caftigator's  ob  for- 
got to  inform  him  that  all  thefe  difficulties,  with  which 
he  has  fwelled  his  volume,  and  others  which  were  not 
found  in  his  repertory,  had  been  accurately  difcuffed  in 
the  work  which  he  pretends  to  refute,  but  did  not  read, 
—fee  Review,  from  p.  178  to  p.  214. 

He  makes  an  aukward  attempt  to  invalidate  the'tefti- 
mony  of  the  Council  of  Nice,  adduced  by  this  writer 
in  his  Remarks  :  "  when,"  fays  the  caftigator,  p.  291, 
i4  thefe  fathers  faid :  the  Lamb  of  God,  which  taketh 
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away  the  fins  of  the  world,  is  placed  upon  the  facred 
table,"  the)  forgot  to  aid,  44  corporeally,"  If  they  had 
been  2s  ignorant  as  this  caitigator,  they  ifrght  have 
added  foniethjng  equally  abfurd  ;  but  the  fathers  knew 
that  Chrift  is.  tue  Laqab  of  God,  as  Man,  in  his  adorable 
humanity,  that  he  could  not  have  been  on  the  facred 
table  as  maii,  without  bis  body  and  fouti, 

Me  next  attempts  to  elude  the  teftimony  of  St» 
Andrew,  by  a  conjecture  of  Dap»n,  who  c  mid  not  hi  n- 
feif  evade  it ...though  in  oppofi\n>n  to  St.  Bernard,  Bar- 
nius,  Bellarmine,  kanfrane  and  other  writers,  as  far  fui 
perior  to  Dupin.  as  Dupin  was  to  this.  Edinburgh*  fcrib- 
bler,  that  lurking  hypocrite  offered,  every  conjecture 
which  ai ufice  couid  fug.ge|fc  to  induce  a  fufptcion  of  in- 
terpolation in  the  acfe  of  St.  Andrew,  written  by  the 
priefts  of  Achaia  where  he  fuffered,  and  from  his  con- 
jectures pretends  to  conclude  that  it  was  to  be  efteemed 
&  dubious  writing,  which  cannot  be  applied,  as  St.  Jeroin 
declares  to  prove  any  doctrine  of  faith  :  however,  as 
■P.u.pin  jetracted  his  errors,  it  is  not  necefTary  to  refute 
h'-r.i  ;  by  his  retractation  he  has  refuted  himfeif,  and  it  he 
|iad  nor,  thin  writer  would  find  no  difficulty  in  (hewing 
that  conjectures  do  not  invalidate  fact*  ;  that,  if  artful 
conjectures  were  iufficient  to  invalidate  the  authenticity 
of  works,  there  would  not  be  an  authentic  work  in  be^. 
|ng  ;  bccauCa  there  is  not  a  book,  even  of  the  fcriprures, 
j^ainft  which  conjectures  apparently  more  folid  than 
thefe  of~L>upm,  may  not,  and  have  not  been  propped. 

If  on  other  fuhjects  he  has  been  unlucky  in  h  s  dtm- 
ons  from  the  Fathers,  he  has.  been  doubly  fo  on j his  i 
*4  it  will  be  granted/*  he  fays,  p.  295,  "  that  thefe 
writers  have  frequently  called  brea  i  and  wine  the  body 
and  blood  of  Cariii  ;  and  in  doing  10  they  are  authorifed 
by  the  exp;  effi  >ns  of  fcripture,"  His  oh  dgce'ves  him, 
the  Fathers  did  not  call  bread  and  wine  the  body  and 
bl  ;od  of  C  brill,  nor  do  the  fcriptures  authorife  fuch  ex- 
prefijons  :  for  the  fcriptures  do  not  authorife  nonfenfe, 
l^ut  they  frequently  called  tnc  body  and  blood  of  Chrift, 
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bread  and  w?re,  avtthorifcri  by  the  fcriptures,  and  bf 
common  fcrVfe;  becaufe  in  the  eucharift  the  body  arid 
blood  of  t  hrift  are  bread  and  wine  in  appearance  and 
eff  ct  ;  bur  bread  and  wine  are  not  the  body  and  blood 
of  Chi  iti  either  in  appearance  or  effect,  or  in  any  pofII~ 
ofe  fenfe  whi'  h  could  authorife  ftlch  a  nonfenfica)  ex- 
predion  as  this  cafttgator,  fends  from  bis  own  flock  to 
the  fcriptures  and  the  Fathers. — fee  this  error  refuted,  Re- 
view, p.  204.  u  But,"  continues  the  caftigator,  "  it  ik 
evident  from  their  writings,  that  they  ncv,  r  fuppofed 
any  change  in  thde  elements. "  The  comrary  of  this 
-affertion  is  true,  and  if  this  ignorant  fcribhler  does  not 
■know  it,  it  is  becaufe  he  knows  nothing  of  the  writings 
of  thtfe  venerable  ancients>  but  the  few  gambled  extracts* 
which  he  tranferibes  from  his  repertory*  The  writer 
has  already  {hewn  that  both  decks  and  Latins  lay  that 
the  bread  and  wine  are  converted  into  the  body  and 
blood  of  Jefus  Chrift  by  his  words:  '*  this  is  iky  body? 
this  is  my  bloody  acorverfion  winch  they  afcribe  to  the 
almighty  power  of  Cod.  The  writer  add-  to  the  pafla* 
ges  already  adduced  thefe  words  of  St*  /in  bro(e> 
ancient  writer  of  unqueiuonable  authority,  h>  fixth 
book  on  the  facraments,  (  ap.  i,  h.  ^  he  fays :  "as 
our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift  is  the  true  Son  of  G  ,a  rot  J 
men  are  by  grace  bat  as  Son  of  the  t/bftance'of  th. 
Father,  fo  the  flefh  which  we  receive, '  as  he  him&tt 
faid  is  true  fl,^  thus  he  demnnftrares  that  as  Jefus 
Xhnft,  though  m  appearance  man,  was  in  reality  the 
true  Son  of  God,  lb  the  adorable  eucharift;  though 
in  appearance  bread,  is  true  flefh.  -  But  "  corti 
nues  Ambrcfc  -  perhaps  you  may  fay  what  the  difl 
oples  of  Chnft  then  (aid,  hearing  him  fay:  -  if  i 
ttan  do  not  eat  my  flefh,  and  drink  mv  ilood/  he 
willnotre^atn  inn-.e,  nor  have  eternal   life,"  „erhaP3 

do  not  fee  the  truth  of  the  blood  »  To  this  fupp  U 
objechon  A^rofe  replies  ;  «  firft  of  aU  thi  "g^ 
told  you  of  the  word  of '  Chrift  which  operate,, 
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can  change  and  convert  the  inftituted  kinds  of  nature 
"  Genera  inflituta  naturz"  Ambrofe  thought  the  al- 
mighty power  of  Jefus  Ghrift  fufficient  to. effect  the  con- 
verfion  cf  one  fubftance  into  another,  without  making 
any  change  in  the .  appearance  to  fenfe  :  the  man  who 
does  not  think  it*  is  unaccountably  ignorant,  or  mon- 
ftroufly  impious. 

Our  caftigator  has  alfo  in  his  great  zeal  to  exclude 
the  real  prefence  of  Chrift  from  the  eucharift,  as  well  as 
his  paternal  protection  from  the  church,  has  given  us  a 
fpecimen  of  his  philofophical  refearches  ;   "  Can,"  fays 
he,      theexiftence  of  colours  be  conceived  unconne&ed 
with  matter  ?  Or  a  tafte  and  fmell  without  any  object  to 
tafte  or  fmel!  fs    He  too  with  the  reformed  Mr.  Morris , 
and  many  a  good  old  wife,  thinks  that  colours,  tafte  and 
fmell,  exifiin  external  objects  compofed  of  matter  ;  other 
philofophers,  who  judge  by  the  rules  of  common  fenfe, 
/  think  them  fenfations  of  the  foul,  of  which  external  ob- 
jects are  the  occalional  caufes,  not  the  Efficient ;  which 
may,  and  often  have  been,  excited  by  God  the  efficient 
caufe,  without  the  interference  of  any  material  object  or 
bccafional  caufe  :  with  what  matter  was  the  colour  of 
the  dove,  under  the  appearance  of  which,  the  Holy 
Ghofl  was  feen  to  defcend  on  the  Saviour  connected  ? 
Was  the  \xdy  Gholi  a  lump  of  matter  ?    The  writer  is 
tired  of  refuting  fuch  laonfenfe,  there  are  as  many  errors 
infulting  reafon  as  well  as  religion  in  almoft  every  page 
of  this  Edinburgh  fcribbler's  compilation  as  would  take 
a  volume  to  refute  :  he  tells  us,  p.  295,  that  the  Fathers 
thought  the.  eucharift  meerly  a  fymbolical  mode  of  ex- 
hibiting truth  to  the  mind,  and  baptifm  an  ordinance  of 
the  fame  kind.    He  then  cites  paffages  from  the  Fathers, 
in  which  the  corporal  prefence  of  Ch rift  is  as  clearly 
expreffed  as  words  can  exprefs  it.  For  inftance  :  Fulgen- 
tius  fays  :  "  that  every  believer  is  then  made  a  partaker 
of  Chrift's  body  and  blood  when  he  is  made  in  bap- 
tifm a  member  of  Chrift's  body,"— de  Bap.  ^Sthiop.— 
a^d  what  Fulgentius  faid  of  the  eucharift,  which  was 
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received  by  the  new  Chriftians  immediately  after  bap- 
tifm,  this  caftigator  either  through  ignorance  or  impos- 
ture applies  to  baptifm  itfelf.  If  he  had  read  Jerom's 
dialogue  againft  the  Luciferians,  from  which,  if  the 
writer  recollects  rightly,  he  had  cited  fome  garbled  ex- 
tract,  he  would  have  known  that  the  facrament  of  the 
eucharift  accompanied  that  of  baptifm  :  for  Jerom  fays  : 
that  Hilary  being  but  a  deacon,  having  neither  bilhops 
nor  priefts,  could  not  confecrate  the  eucharift,  nor  give" 
baptifm  without  the  eucharift  :  nec  Baftifma  trader e  fine 
Euchariftia"  He  cites  from  Chryibftom,  Theodoret 
Gelafius,  whom  the  author  of  his  repertory,  Illyricus  of 
lying  memcry,  calls  pope,  and  he  repeats  it,  for  the 
man  honeftly  tranlcribes  pajTages  in  which  the  corporal 
pretence  is  precifely  expreffed,  but  the  nature  of  the 
bread  is  faid  to  remain.  All  thefe  the  writer  had  already 
^ifcuffed,  and  ihewn  that  by  the  nature  of  the  bread 
they  underftood  what  logicians  now  call  the  metaphyfi- 
cal  effence,  thefe  attri  utes  by  which  they  diftinguifii 
accidents  fro.ni  fubftance,  and  in  thefe  fymbols  there  is 
no  change,—- See  Review*  p.  210. 

The  paffage  cited  from  Chryfoftom,  was  quoted  by 
Peter  Martyr  in  his  book  againft  Gardiner  ;  it  is  not 
found  in  Chryfoftom 's  works*  though  the  writer,  who- 
ever he  be,  is  perfectly  orthodox.  There  is  a  quo- 
tation from  St,  Ireneus  garbled,  and  falfified.  It  is  thus 
flated  by  our  caftigator  :  "  that  which  is  bread  from  the 
earth,  perceiving  the  call  of  God,  is  not  now  common 
bread,  but  the  eucharift,  confifting  of  two  things, the 
one  earthly  and  the  other  fpiritual."—- Lib.  4,  cap.  34; 
In  that  chapter  this  venerable  and  moft  ancient  writer, 
who  had  learned  the  doctrines  of  chriftianity  from  Poly- 
carp  the  evangelift,  St.  John's  difciple,  proves  againft 
fectaries,  the  refurrection  of  the  flefli,  on  this  principle, 
that  the  flefti  and  blood  of  Chrift  in  the  eucharift,  being 
immortal  and  incorruptible,  communicates  immortality 
and  incorruption  to  our  bodies,  **  how  again,"  fays  he, 
"  do  they  fay,  that  the  fie (h  which  is  nourifhed  with 

Bb  b  the 


the  body  and  blood  of  the  Lord,  will  come  into  corrup. 
tion  and  not  receive  life  ? .  .  .  .  For  as  the  bread  which 
is  from  the  earth  receiving  the  vocation  of  God  is  not 
now  common  bread,  but  the  eucharift,  confiiiingof  two 
things,  the  one  earthly  the  other  cceleftial,  fo  our  bo- 
dies receiving  the  eucharift  are  not  now  corruptible, 
having  the  hope  of  the  reftirrecHon." 

Ireneus  affumes,  as  a  principle  of  demonftration,  that 
is,  as  an  unqueftionable  truth,  that  our  bodies  are 
nouriflied  with  the  body  and  blood  of  Chrift,  From 
this  principle  he  concludes  that  our  bodies  have  in  them 
a  fource  of  immortality  and  incorruption,  and  on  it  he 
founds  a  certain  hope  of  our  refurrectionl  To  illuftr  ate 
this  truth  he  inftitutes  a  comparifon,  as  the  bread, 
which  is  a  production  of  the  earth,  and  confequently  in  ■] 
itfelf  and  of  its  own  nature,  corruptible,  by  the  in- 
vocation and  power  of  God,  is  converted  into  the  eu- 
charift, in  which  there  is  one  thing  celeftial,  that  is, 
the  body  and  blood  of  Chrift,  which  is  incorruptible 
and  immortal,  and  one  thing  terreftial,  that  is,  the 
/pecks,  which  as  to  appearance  is  corruptible,  fo  our 
bodies  by  receiving  the  eucharift  have  in  them  a  fource 
and  principle  of  irrimortality  and  incorruption,  though 
they  appear  mortal  and  incorruptible.  So  well  afiured 
were  thefe  primitive  Chriftians  of  the  apoftolical  times, 
that  the  body  and  blood  of  Chrift  were  really  in  the  eu- 
charift, and  received  by  the  faithful  in  that  adorable  fa- 
crament,  that  from  this  myftery1  fo  far  remote  from  hu- 
man fenfe,  and  tranfcending  human  reafon,  Ireneus  de- 
monftrates  another  myftery  not  lefs  oppoftte  to  fenfe  and 
experience,  nor  iefs  tranfcending  human  reafon,  that  is, 
the  tefurre&ion  of  our  bodies  on  the  laft'  day.  He  refumes 
the  fame  argument  in  his  fifth  book, — cap.  2,  in  which, 
after  mewing  that  our  flefh  muft  of  all  neceftity  rife  im- 
mortal, becaufe  it  is  nourifhed  by  the  body  and  blood  of  , 
jefus  Chrift,  things  immortal  and  incorruptible,  he  fays :  j 
<^  as  the  vine,  planted  in  the  earth,  produces  its  fruit  in  its 
time  ;  and  the  grain  of  wheat  falling  on  the  earth,  and 
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diffotved,  rife  manifold  by  the  fpirit  of  God,  which  con- 
tains all  things  ;  which  after  by  wifdom  come  into  ufe 
for  men,  and  receiving  the  word  of  God  become  the 
eucharift,  that  is,  the  body  and  blood  of  Chrift,  fo  our 
bodies  nourished  by  it,  and  repofed  in  the  earth  and 
difTolved,  will  rife  in  their  time,  the  word  of  God  giv- 
ing them  a  refurrection  to  the  glory  of  the  Father." 

He  compares  the  human  body  to  the  grain  of  wheat  ; 
they  are  both  diffolved  in  the  earth,  and  in  appearance 
reduced  to  their  component  elements;  but  there  is  in 
the  grain  of  wheat  a  vegetative  principle  from  nature,  in 
virtue  of  which  it  rifes  again  in  a  more  flourifliing  condi- 
tion, and  in  the  human  body  a  principle  of  life  and  im- 
mortality communicated  by  the  immortal  body  of  Jefus 
Chrift  in  the  eucharift,  in  virtue  of  which  the  human 
body  will  rife  immortal  and  incorruptible*  To  garble  an 
extract  from  a  work,  in  opposition  to  a  doctrine  there 
taught,  with  more  force,  precifion  and  perfpicuity  than 
in  any  of  our  modern  controverfial  works,  muft  be  the 
effect  of  the  moft  blind  infatuation,  or  the  moll;  unblufh- 
ing  irrtpofture. 

As  there  is  an  extenfive  work  preparing  for  the  Prefs 
in  which  this,  and  other  doctrines  are  vindicated  from 
mifreprefentation,  and  all  the  exceptions  which  this 
Edinburgh  caftigator  has  tranfcribed  from  his  repertory 
are  minutely  difcuffed,  the  writer  difmiffes  the  fubjeft 
for  the  prefent, 

l*aus  Chrtflo  ejus  que  Matri 
v»         Maria  fcwper  V'trginu 
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ERRATA  CORRECTA. 


Page  7»  line  22,  Pec. — Oecolompadius 

11,  4,  probably, — privately 

12,  37>^> — eiko  1 
39,  32,  doubted  ?" 

44,  4,  err,— cor 

£7,-  6,  fays,  the  cas. —  ,  fays  the  cafti.. 

47,  1  a,  caftigstor.  as. — caftigator,  as 

78,  20:  Grelafius, — Gelafius 

105,  6,  aflemb!*, — aflemblp  >  ' 

ll9>  34»  Monday », — Sunday 

134,  34,  tilufion, — dilution 

172,  15,  calum/«ate,— ^calummau 

189,  18,  acquainted. — acquainted? 

196,  3,  who, — who»i 

267,  37,  that, — that  is 

277,  24,  Voiumn, — Volume 

398,  30,  diftinguifh  betweqp  the  true 

533*  1 8,  cler^m,-— cleram 

335,  1,  Ncrboronce, — Naibonnce 

337,  36,  Patrokfls,— Patrokos 

347,  33,  Scriptures,  take, —  ,  take 

395,  14,  travfiuitted, — traofm«ted 

— ,  16,  ditto,-  ditto 

 ,  21,  ditto,—  diua 
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